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Executive Summary

EPA’ s study, Industrial Surface Impoundments in the United States, originates from the
Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act (LDPFA), an amendment to the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) enacted in 1996. The LDPFA exempts certain decharacterized wastes
from provisions of the RCRA land disposal restrictions. “Decharacterized” wastes are hazardous
wastes that have had their hazardous characteristics-that is, ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or
toxicity—removed through dilution or other treatment. The LDPFA exemption allows
decharacterized wastes to be either: (1) placed in surface impoundments that are part of
wastewater treatment systems whose ultimate discharge is regulated under the Clean Water Act
(CWA), or (2) disposed of in Class 1 nonhazardous injection wells regulated under the Safe
Drinking Water Act. Because of concerns regarding constituents that might remain in the wastes
after removal of the characteristic, Congress required, in the LDPFA, that the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) conduct a study “to characterize the risks to human health or the
environment associated with managing decharacterized wastesin CWA treatment systems’ and
to “evaluate the extent to which risks are adequately addressed under existing State or Federal
programs and whether unaddressed risks could be better addressed under such laws or
programs.”*

Additionally, in 1997 EPA agreed to an amendment to an existing consent decree,
Environmental Defense Fund vs. Whitman, D.C. Circuit, 89-0598 (EDF consent decree), to
include arequirement for a study of air risks from surface impoundments. The amended consent
decree required a study of air risks from several different kinds of waste management units and
an evaluation of gapsin regulatory controls for air risks posed by waste management practices.
The specific part of the air risk consent decree requirement pertaining to surface impoundments
in essence became a complementary study for the LDPFA study, since itstime frame for
completion matched the LDPFA study and it imposed similar requirements on EPA—arisk
assessment and evaluation of regulatory coverage. Two of the major differences between the
consent decree requirements and the LDPFA study were the consent decree requirement’ s focus
on asingle route of human exposure to pollutants-the air inhal ation route—and the regul atory
status of the wastes required to be studied. While the LDPFA requires a study of honhazardous
wastes that, at some point in time, exhibited a characteristic of hazardous waste, the consent
decree requires EPA to study nonhazardous wastes that have never been classified as hazardous
wastes. The consent decree also requires EPA to identify potential regulatory gapsin the current
RCRA hazardous waste characteristics and the Clean Air Act (CAA) programs.

This report summarizes EPA’s study. It begins by describing the nature and variety of
industrial surface impoundments and the wastewaters they manage. 1n 1996, when EPA began

! Congress, in the LDPFA, also required that EPA conduct a study of nonhazardous injection wells. The
results and findings of that study are reported in U.S. EPA, Office of Groundwater and Drinking Water, 2001, Class
| Underground Injection Control Program: Study of the Risks Associated with Class | Underground Injection Wells,
Washington, DC.
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this study, there was limited information on industrial impoundment sizes, designs, and operating
characteristics, and there was limited information on the wastewaters managed in industrial
impoundments. This report, comprising an analysis of survey data, risk analysis, and regulatory
coverage findings, is the result of EPA efforts over the past 5 years to fill information gaps and
meet legislative and consent decree obligations. The report quantifies and describes the potential
risks to human health and the environment posed by chemical constituents present in the
wastewaters managed by industrial surface impoundments. It also identifies existing regulatory
controls and nonregulatory programs that can be used to address potential risks.

Overview of Survey and Risk Assessment Findings

Methodology

EPA estimates that, in the 1990s, there were approximately 18,000 industrial surface
impoundments in use throughout the United States. These surface impoundments were present at
about 7,500 facilities located primarily east of the Mississippi River and in Pacific Coast states.
Because of the scope of the universe, EPA conducted the study focusing on asample of U.S.
facilities that use impoundments to manage industrial nonhazardous waste. Most of the facilities
selected for the study were chosen randomly to ensure that the sample facilities would be
representative of the facilities in the study population. EPA sent surveysto 221 facilities to
collect information on their impoundments and the wastes managed in them. EPA requested
information on the presence and quantities of 256 chemical constituents in the impoundments, as
well as on the impoundments' design and operation. EPA used these data to characterize the
potential risks that may be posed by managing the wastes in impoundments. The survey
responses on the presence and concentrations of specific chemical constituents were particularly
central to EPA’sanalysis. EPA aso collected and analyzed wastewater and sludge from
impoundments at 12 facilitiesin the study and used that information to illuminate the
completeness and accuracy of the survey data. EPA also used data from avariety of other
sources such as facility permit files, U.S. Census data, and technical references.

In the first part of this report, EPA presents the survey findings, then the risk assessment
findings. The survey data provide information on the sizes and nature of the industrial
impoundment population, the impoundments’ environmental settings, historical summaries of
liner failure and overtopping events, and the impoundments’ designs and operating practices.
EPA conducted arisk assessment using the survey data and other sources of data. Therisk
assessment consisted of arisk analysisin which EPA developed estimates of the chronic risks
that are potentially posed by three pathways (air, groundwater, and groundwater to surface water)
and arisk screening in which EPA considered the potential for other indirect pathway and
ecological hazards.

EPA conducted the risk analysis and risk screening in stages in order to screen the
thousands of possible data points, focus the analysis where most warranted, and, ultimately,
characterize the potential risks associated with industrial surface impoundments. In the first
stage, EPA applied precautionary exposure assumptions to screen out impoundments of no
concern and identify those that merited additional analysis. In subsequent stages, EPA used data
on actual exposure and used various fate and transport modeling tools to estimate potential risks.

ES-2
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EPA’ srisk screening of the other indirect pathways and ecological hazards was similar to the
initial stages of therisk analysis. Thus, the characterization of the other indirect pathway hazards
and ecological hazards developed in this study is less certain than the characterization of risksvia
air, groundwater, and groundwater to surface water.

In the risk analysis, EPA used several chronic risk and hazard measures to evaluate
potential threats to human and ecological receptors from chemical constituents managed in
surface impoundments. EPA developed estimates of the excess individual lifetime cancer risk
posed to humans by exposure to carcinogenic chemicals. Chemicals with noncancer health
effects were evaluated using threshold measures of hazard. EPA developed hazard quotients
(HQs), which are the ratio of the dose of contaminant expected at an exposure point to an
appropriate safe reference dose. Other risk measures were also developed for the risk screening
to examine the threats associated with consumption of contaminated fish and with ecol ogical
hazards. In determining what risks were of concern at each stage of the analysis, EPA generally
used a cancer risk of 1 or more in 100,000 and an HQ of 1 or more as the criteriafor deciding
whether to retain an impoundment for the next stage of evaluation.

Characterization of Surface |mpoundments

In the United States, industrial surface impoundments are an important and widely used
industrial materials management unit. Surface impoundments serve a variety of beneficial uses
in anumber of industrial processes. Industrial facilities that produce wastewaters often use
surface impoundments to perform necessary wastewater treatment prior to discharge into surface
waters. In other cases, industrial facilities may need to control wastewater flows and use surface
impoundments for storing excess wastewater. In still other cases, industrial facilities may use
surface impoundments to manage their excess wastewaters through evaporation or seepage into
the ground.

EPA’s best estimate is that two-thirds of the 18,000 industrial impoundmentsin the
United States, or about 11,900 impoundments located at 4,500 facilities, contain at least one of
the 256 chemical constituents that were of interest for this study or contain high (11 to 12.5) or
low (2 to 3) pH wastewater. Surface impoundments are used by many industrial sectors, such as
manufacturing, bulk petroleum storage, air and truck transportation, waste management, and
national security. The wastewaters managed in these surface impoundments are primarily from
manufacturing and washing processes and certain contaminated stormwaters. More than half of
the impoundments with chemical constituents or pH of interest are in the chemical, concrete,
paper, and petroleum industries.

Industrial impoundments vary greatly in size, from less than a quarter of a hectare (1/3 of
an acre) to several hundred hectares. The larger impoundments provide the bulk of the total
national industrial impoundment capacity. On avolume basis, the paper and allied products
sector manages roughly two-thirds of the total quantity of wastewater, more wastein
impoundments than all of the other industry categories combined.

ES-3



March 26, 2001 Executive Summary

Industrial impoundments frequently use management techniques that increase the
potential for chemical releases and frequently are found in environmental settings that increase
the potential for impacts to humans or ecosystems in the event of a chemical release. In this
study, EPA found that most industrial impoundments are located only afew meters above
groundwater and that, in most cases, shallow groundwater discharges to a nearby surface
waterbody. More than half of the impoundments do not have liner systems to prevent the release
of wastes to soil or groundwater. In addition, about 20 percent of impoundments are located
within 150 meters of afishable waterbody, so migration through the subsurface to the nearby
surface water is possible. Finally, while aeration can have certain benefits, it also increases
volatilization and the potential for airborne contaminant migration. EPA found that about
45 percent of the total wastewater quantity managed in impoundments is aerated.

Thereis potential for people to be exposed to chemical constituents released from
industrial impoundments. EPA estimates that more than 20 million people live within
2 kilometers (or about 1.2 miles) of an industrial impoundment that was in operation during the
1990s, and about 10 percent of the impoundments have a domestic drinking water well located
within 150 meters of the impoundment’ s edge.

After evaluating impoundment settings and operations and confirming there was potential
for releases, EPA went a step further and conducted a risk assessment to examine the degreeto
which the chemicals found in impoundments were likely to be released from impoundments and
ultimately expose people to harmful chemicals.

The results of the survey are presented in Chapter 2. Appendix A outlines the survey
methodology and quality assurance procedures. Appendix B presents more comprehensive and
detailed reporting of results. Appendix E discusses the field sampling effort.

Risk Analysis Findings

EPA isbasing its conclusions on two sets of risk results. Thefirst set of risk results are
those calculated using reported survey values for specified constituent concentrations present in
the impoundments. These risk results, therefore, reflect model results from reported
concentrations. The second set of risk results are those calculated either using imputed values,
where survey respondents reported constituents as being present but did not provide quantities, or
using detection limit levels when constituents were reported at less than alimit of detection.
Consequently, the second set of risk results are considerably more uncertain.

On anationa scale across al pathwaysin the risk analysis, EPA found that only 5 percent
of the estimated 4,500 in-scope facilities and 2 percent of the estimated 11,900 impoundments
may pose risks to human health. However, EPA aso found that 21 percent of facilities
nationally, corresponding to 24 percent of impoundments, have the potential for environmental
releases to occur from impoundments. While these releases do not appear to pose risk to human
health, they do indicate that selected contaminants in excess of health-based levels have the
potential to move beyond the surface impoundment confines and into the environment.
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In the risk analysis, in addition to the national aggregated results, EPA developed risk
estimates for three pathways of potential exposure by which chemical constituents could move
from an impoundment, through the environment, and be available to be inhaled or ingested by
people nearby:

] Direct inhalation risks can occur if a constituent of concern evaporates from the
impoundment’s water surface, is carried by air dispersion to nearby residences,
and then isinhaled by residents. EPA developed risk estimates for the closest
residences, based on locations reported in the surveys or identified through census
information, and generated national estimates.

About 92 percent of impoundments were found to pose no air inhalation risk of
concern. About 1 percent of impoundments are estimated to have arisk of
concern from the inhalation of airborne contaminants. In addition, an estimated
additional 3 percent of impoundments do not pose air inhalation risks to people
nearby, but do generate releases to the air that exceed health-based levels at a
distance of 25 meters from the impoundments. The remaining 4 percent of
impoundments could not be evaluated conclusively because of the use of detection
limits or inferred data due to incompl ete reporting.

] Groundwater risks can occur if impoundments rel ease a constituent of concern
through the bottom or sides of the impoundment and these chemicals enter
groundwater and move through the subsurface to a drinking water well. EPA
estimated risks that could occur due to consumption of water from the closest
drinking water wells reported in the surveys or identified through census
information, and then generated national estimates. Groundwater contaminant
migration depends on many factors, but migration can be slow. EPA’smodeling
did not examine the speed of contaminant movement, so some of the reported
risks may occur in the future.

Groundwater risks also appear low; 67 percent of impoundments have no
evidence of risk. Lessthan 1 percent of impoundments are estimated to have the
potential for risk exceedances. In addition, 11 percent of impoundments have the
potential to generate contaminated groundwater plumes that may extend

150 meters or more beyond the unit boundary. The remaining 22 percent of
impoundments, while not estimated to cause arisk, could not be evaluated
conclusively for their potential to result in arelease to the environment because of
incomplete reporting of concentration information.

u Groundwater to surface water risks can occur if constituents in an impoundment
migrate through groundwater, discharge into nearby surface water, and
contaminate fish and make drinking the surface water a concern. From the survey
data, EPA generated national risk estimates that identified situations where human
health ambient water quality criteria (HH-AWQC) might be exceeded in surface
waterbodies.
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EPA estimates that less than 1 percent of impoundments contribute to
exceedances of HH-AWQC in nearby surface waters. EPA estimates 19 percent
of impoundments, while not causing exceedances of HH-AWQC once dilution
has occurred in the surface water, are estimated to generate releases that could
cause groundwater to exceed the HH-AWQC at the point of groundwater
discharge into the surface water.

Risk Screening Findings

EPA also screened for potential risks to human health through indirect pathways that
were not considered in the risk analysis and for potential risksto ecological receptors. The
objective of the screening was to determine the worst case potential for wastes of concern to
cause harm.

u Indirect pathway hazards can occur when humans ingest foods that have been
contaminated indirectly by surface impoundment releases. For example,
constituents can evaporate, move by dispersion through air, and then deposit on
nearby crops and contaminate food sources. EPA’s methodology resulted in
estimates of potential indirect pathway hazards that were ranked categorically.
Approximately 6 percent of the facilities fell into the highest category, indicating
that this group of facilities has the greatest potential to result in an indirect risk of
concern. However, this analysis does not confirm that facilitiesin this group
actually have indirect risks of concern.

] Industrial wastes managed in surface impoundments may potentially cause
adverse effects on nonhuman organisms and natural systems. Many
impoundments are located near waterbodies and are freely accessible to wildlife.
For this study, EPA assessed the potential for impoundments to pose risksto
populations and communities of ecological receptorsthat live in and near surface
impoundments both during their operation and in the event that the impoundments
were closed with exposed wastes remaining in place. EPA estimates that
approximately 29 percent of facilities may have localized ecological impact
during their operation or after closure if ecological receptorsinhabit the
impoundment area or the nearby areas affected by undiluted impoundment runoff.

The results of the risk analysis and risk screening are presented in Chapter 3 of this
report. Appendix C describes the methodology and more detailed findings.

Evaluation of Existing Federal and State Programs

Methodology

The LDPFA requires EPA to assess the various federa and state regulatory and
nonregulatory programs that address potentia risks from surface impoundments and evaluate the
adequacy of such programs. In addition, the EDF consent decree requires us to determine the
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need for aRCRA air characteristic to address potential air pathway risks from the studied surface
impoundments.

Our general approach for the regulatory coverage analysis included a detailed review of
applicable federal and state regulatory and nonregulatory programs. The regulatory coverage
analysis and identification of gaps in this coverage focused on the potential for risks as
determined by our human health and ecological risk screening analyses. The regulatory analysis
addresses each of the health pathways of concern and potential risks to ecological receptors. We
divided our analysis into two parts: (1) regulatory coverage of direct air inhalation risks, and
(2) regulatory coverage of all other “nonair” risks.

To evaluate regulatory coverage and potential gaps for direct air inhalation risks, we
reviewed two federal statutes: RCRA, that is, the hazardous and nonhazardous waste programs
under this act, and the CAA. The CAA analysisinvolved three interrelated elements:. (1) awaste
management unit analysis to identify CAA provisions that can address surface impoundments;
(2) aconstituent coverage analysis, which focused on the constituents of concern from the risk
assessment; and (3) an industry coverage analysis, which focused on the industry categories that
were within the scope of this study. We then evaluated possible regulatory coverage by state
programs. For potential nonair pathway risks posed by nonhazardous wastes in surface
impoundments, we (1) identified constituents of concern from the groundwater and groundwater
to surface water pathways, (2) identified federal regulations and programs that may address such
risks, and (3) assessed coverage by state programs.

Regulatory Analysis Findings

Overal, the study shows that regulatory and nonregulatory coverage of potential air risks
is extensive and that any gaps in coverage appear to be limited to specific industry sectors,
individual facilities that meet certain CAA exemptions, or specific air pollutants. The primary
regulatory program that addresses potential air risks from industrial surface impoundmentsisthe
CAA National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants program. Pursuant to section
112 of the CAA, all source categories that emit hazardous air pollutants and pose risks to human
health should be regul ated when the maximum achievable control technology programisfully
implemented. There also are several other existing regulatory and nonregulatory programs that,
to varying degrees, address air releases from industrial surface impoundments. These programs
include the RCRA Corrective Action Program, the CAA Criteria Air Pollutant Program, state
regulations pursuant to State Implementation Plans, the Voluntary Industrial Waste Management
Guidance Program, and federal and state waste minimization programs.

For groundwater, the study shows that regul atory and nonregulatory coverage of potential
groundwater risksis extensive, but may still have some limited gaps. Potential groundwater risks
from industrial surface impoundments, including the groundwater to surface water pathway, are
addressed primarily through state regul atory and nonregulatory programs. Based on our available
information, most states have one or more programs that include provisions for controlling or
addressing groundwater releases from industrial nonhazardous waste surface impoundments.

The level of regulatory control or ability to address these releases, however, varies from state to
state. These state regulations may be implemented under either general solid and industrial waste
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management authority or under water program authority, for example, a state National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Additionally, there are RCRA, CWA, and
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) programs that aso, to varying degrees, address groundwater
releases or assess the susceptibility of drinking water sources to contamination. These programs,
for example, include the SDWA Source Water Assessment Program, SDWA Wellhead
Protection Programs, RCRA Corrective Action Program, the Voluntary Industrial Waste
Management Guidance Program, NPDES program, and federal or state waste minimization
programs.

Theresults of EPA’s regulatory analysis are presented in Chapter 4 of thisreport. In
addition to identification of potential regulatory “gaps,” EPA discusses the limitations of the
analysis and existing and future regulatory or nonregulatory tools that may be used to address
identified gaps.

Study Conclusions

Today’ s study satisfies both the requirements of the EDF consent decree and the LDPFA
with regard to evaluating the risks and regulatory programs for surface impoundments receiving
“decharacterized” wastewaters and never characteristic wastewaters. In both cases, EPA has
conducted an extensive analysis of the impoundment universe to understand the risks that may be
posed and the extent to which risks are addressed by current and emerging federal and state
programs.

In conducting the study pursuant to the EDF consent decree, EPA obtained the
information necessary to determine whether a rulemaking to promulgate a hazardous waste
characteristic should beinitiated. Specifically, EPA examined the universe of impoundments
that manage nonhazardous wastewaters. In addition, EPA characterized the pollutants of
concern, likely releases, and pathways from these impoundments and assessed potential risksto
human health and environment. Little risk has been found, and any risk found is not widespread,
but may exist at afacility-specific level. Further, EPA examined the regulations that may apply
to impoundments under a variety of federal and state authorities and found that coverageis
extensive, but may not be completein all cases. EPA identified a number of tools (for example,
CAA, RCRA, state programs) that can be used effectively to mitigate risks as aternativesto a
new hazardous waste characteristic.

In conducting the study pursuant to the LDPFA, EPA completed a study of
“decharacterized” wastewater that characterizes the risks to human health or the environment
associated with such management. The completed surface impoundment risk study will be
undergoing aformal peer review process by EPA’s Science Advisory Board expected to beginin
early summer. Inlight of the planned peer review, any technical datain the report should be used
with appropriate caveats and cautions. Further, EPA examined existing federal and state
programs to evaluate the extent to which risks are adequately addressed under those programs
and looked at whether the risks could be better addressed under such laws or programs. EPA
concluded that there are some limited gaps in regulatory coverage, but did not find any serious
risks that are unaddressed by existing programs. The Agency has not yet determined whether any
specific regulatory actions are appropriate to mitigate the potential risks identified in the study.
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Chapter 1

Study Background

This chapter explains the legal framework and issues that form the Surface Impoundment
study’ s background, the previous studies of industrial surface impoundments, and the specific
purpose and scope of this study. A brief overview of the technical part of the study methodology
isincluded. Further explanations of the technical and program coverage methodologies are
found in Chapters 3 and 4.

1.0 Introduction
1.1  Previous Studies Defining and Characterizing Surface Impoundments
12  Legal Framework and Issues
1.3  Study Purpose
14  Study Scope
15 Overview of Methodology
1.6  Organization of this Report
1.0 Introduction

In the late 1970s to mid-1980s, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
conducted research on industrial surface impoundments. Between 1990 and 1997, certain issues
arose concerning industrial impoundments, the nonhazardous (or formerly hazardous) wastes
managed in them, the potential risks posed by managing those wastes in impoundments, and how
existing regulations address potential risks. These issues were identified in the Land Disposal
Program Flexibility Act (LDPFA) legidation that amended the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) and aso in a consent decree (EDF v. Whitman). Both the legislation and
the consent decree required EPA to study theissues. To resolve these issues, EPA needed
specific information that was not available from previous research.

1.1  Previous Studies Defining and Char acterizing Surface | mpoundments

EPA performed a comprehensive census of agricultural, mining, industrial and municipal
surface impoundmentsin the late 1970s and early 1980s (U.S. EPA, 1983b). In this census, the
investigators located and categorized approximately 30,000 industrial surface impoundments
(SIs). The census included information on these impoundments’ geographic distribution, sizes,
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industry categories, functions, and potential for groundwater contamination. The data
identifying the facilities and their locations were not available to be used to help design this
study.

At the time this census was performed, the federal RCRA hazardous waste regulations
were just beginning to be implemented. These regulations included requirements for surface
impoundment design and operation; the original requirements for hazardous waste surface
impoundments were tightened in the mid-1980s. These requirements caused many facility
owners and operators to change their waste management practices for hazardous wastes and
manage more of their wastes in tanks rather than in surface impoundments.

In 1985, EPA conducted a tel ephone screening survey (U.S. EPA, 1987) of facilities that
managed nonhazardous waste in onsite waste management units, including surface
impoundments. The definition of surface impoundment used in the telephone screening survey
was slightly different from the definition used in the 1983 census, and the telephone screening
survey study involved selected industry sectors rather than the broader range of industry sectors
covered in the 1983 census. The 1985 telephone screening survey results indicated that
approximately 15,000 surface impoundments were being used to manage nonhazardous waste.

During this study, EPA conducted a literature search to determine whether other
organizations had performed either national or regional studies of surface impoundments. There
was limited information in the public domain, and many of the published references on surface
impoundments that EPA found were journal articles describing topics relating to asingle
impoundment or asingle facility’s impoundments. EPA found very few published risk
assessments of human or ecological effects posed by managing wastes in surface impoundments.

1.2  Legal Framework and I ssues

1.2.1 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act - Background

RCRA establishes “a‘cradle-to-grave’ regulatory structure overseeing the safe treatment,
storage, and disposal of hazardous waste.”* The first step in the cradle-to-grave processis
determining which wastes are hazardous. The statute delineates two types of hazardous wastes:
those wastes listed specifically by EPA as hazardous, and those that are hazardous because they
exhibit some objectively quantifiable property or characteristic (such asignitability, corrosivity,
reactivity, or toxicity) identified by EPA. This study concerns the latter type: so-called
“characteristic” hazardous wastes.

In 1984, Congress amended RCRA to prohibit land disposal of hazardous wastes unless
hazardous constituents in the wastes are substantially destroyed, removed, or immobilized so that
threats to human health and to the environment posed by the wastes' land disposal are
minimized. Normally, thisland disposal restrictions (LDR) requirement is satisfied by
pretreating hazardous wastes before they are land disposed. Implementing this requirement for
characteristic hazardous wastes, however, raises significant issues about the extent to which

! United Technol ogies Corp. v. EPA, 821 F. 2d 714, 716 (D.C. Cir. 1987).
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pretreatment can be required. Thisis because, under RCRA regulations, characteristic wastes are
no longer identified as hazardous wastes once they no longer clearly exhibit a hazardous waste
characteristic. For example, awaste acid with pH less than 2 no longer exhibits the corrosivity
characteristic when its pH is greater than 2 and, thus, is no longer a hazardous waste (assuming
corrosivity is the only reason this waste was classified as hazardous).

Theissue raised for purposes of the LDR program was whether EPA could require further
treatment of characteristic wastes even if they no longer exhibited a characteristic. Such
treatment could be needed to minimize threats posed by the wastes' land disposal (the overall
standard for assessing when land disposal is permissible) because characteristic hazardous wastes
may pose hazards for reasons in addition to the characteristic property they exhibit. For example,
characteristic hazardous wastes can contain problematic concentrations of hazardous
constituents. Initsrule of June 1, 1990, EPA imposed further treatment of characteristic
hazardous wastes even when the wastes no longer exhibited a characteristic. Such treatment was
intended to minimize threats posed by land disposal.

Because the statute requires that hazardous constituents must be destroyed, removed, or
immobilized in order for threats to be minimized, this means, ordinarily, that hazardous
constituent levels cannot be reduced by means of dilution. EPA’s LDR rulesthus contain a
prohibition on dilution being used as a substitute for treatment that destroys, removes, or
immobilizes hazardous constituents. Applied to characteristic hazardous wastes, this means that
merely removing a characteristic property by dilution is inadequate treatment if the waste also
contains hazardous constituents (as most characteristic wastes do), since the hazardous
constituents would not be immobilized or destroyed, and, consequently, threats posed by land
disposa would not be minimized.

The most difficult issue presented by the question of dilution of characteristic wastes, and
the one that (eventually) occasioned this study, arises when wastewaters exhibit a characteristic,
become decharacterized as aresult of dilution, and are then land disposed in waste management
units affected by either the Clean Water Act (CWA) or the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).
The chief example is where a manufacturing plant’ s wastewaters, some of which exhibit a
characteristic, are commingled—resulting in decharacterization by dilution— and then treated in
a surface impoundment, aland disposal unit. The ultimate discharge of wastewaters from the
impoundment to navigable waters, or to publicly owned treatment works (POTW), is regulated
by the Clean Water Act.

Although in such a case the wastewater would be land disposed (i.e., placed in the
impoundment) without hazardous constituents in the characteristic wastes being destroyed,
removed, or immobilized (i.e., they would be merely diluted), EPA chose, in the June 1, 1990,
rulemaking, not to require treatment in advance of land disposal because of the likelihood of
substantial disruption of CWA treatment programs. Subsequently the D.C. Circuit Court agreed
with EPA only partialy, holding that such dilution was permissible only to the extent treatment
in the impoundment removed the same amount of hazardous constituent before ultimate
discharge as would otherwise be required by the treatment standard. (Chemical Waste
Management, Inc. et al. v. EPA.)
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It isthis aspect of the Court’s opinion that Congress addressed in the 1996 Land Disposal
Program Flexibility Act (Public Law 104-119). Instead of immediately requiring the equivalent
treatment requirement adopted by the D.C. Circuit Court, Congress amended the statute to allow
most characteristic wastes to be decharacterized by any means (including dilution) and managed
in surface impoundments whose ultimate discharge is regulated under the Clean Water Act? or
managed in underground injection wells regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Congress
further required EPA to study risks to human health and to the environment posed by managing
decharacterized hazardous wastes in surface impoundments whose ultimate discharge is
regulated by the CWA or by managing decharacterized hazardous wastes in underground
injection wells regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act. For risks found, EPA isrequired by
the LDPFA to evaluate the extent to which those risks are adequately addressed under existing
regulatory or nonregulatory programs. If risks are found that are not adequately addressed, then
EPA may “impose additional requirements’ or rely on other state or federal programs to address
risks found (RCRA section 3004(g)(10)).

EPA’s Office of Solid Waste (OSW) conducted this study on surface impoundments, and
EPA’s Office of Groundwater and Drinking Water (OGWDW) separately conducted the study on
underground injection wells (U.S. EPA, 2001).

In 1997, as part of negotiations over the terms of a consent decree in U.S. District Court,?
EPA agreed to study human health risks from air inhalation posed by the nonhazardous wastes
managed in surface impoundments that were not part of the LDPFA study. These consent decree
nonhazardous wastes are called never characteristic wastes in therest of thisreport. The
LDPFA study wastes are called dechar acterized wastes in the rest of this report.

1.2.2 Clean Water Act - Background

The Clean Water Act establishes a program that controls the discharge of pollutantsinto
the waters of the United States. When facilities use water for some purpose and contaminate it
through use, or channelize precipitation that runs off into surface water, they generally direct the
flow

L] Toward or into surface water
u Into amunicipal wastewater collection system (whereit istreated ina POTW)
u Into a topographic depression (low-lying area) where it either evaporates or

percolates into the ground.

% RCRA sections 3004(g)(7) and (8). Decharacterized wastes for which EPA specified a method of
treatment remain prohibited from land disposal, as do reactive cyanide wastes (RCRA section 3004(g)(8)).

3 Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. vs. Christine Todd Whitman, Administrator, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, et al., Defendants, and American Petroleum Institute, et al., Intervenor -
Defendants, Civ. No. 89-0598, in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia.
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The first way of handling the excess water is called direct discharge. At the point where
the excess water enters the surface water, a CWA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit, or an equivalent permit issued by an authorized state environmental
agency, specifies the amount of pollutants that may enter the surface water without degrading the
surface water quality.

The second way of handling excess water is called indirect discharge. The facility that
generates the excess water directsit into a publicly owned treatment works that includes both a
collection system and atreatment plant. Inthe POTW collection/treatment system, the excess
waters typically mix with the wastewaters from many other collection/treatment system users.
Once the wastewaters are treated, the discharge from the treatment system goes directly into
surface water, and that dischargeis adirect discharge. The discharge from the treatment system
requires a Clean Water Act permit.

The third way of handling excess water, by directing or allowing it to flow into alow-
lying area, then recycling it back into facility processes or waiting for it to evaporate or drain
(infiltrate) into the ground, is called zer o dischar ge because the excess water does not go into
surface water—at least not in arapid or visually observable way. Theterm “zero discharge”
refersto the fact that there is no intended discharge into surface water or to a POTW.

For the direct dischargers, EPA or the authorized state environmental agency receives
permit applications and writes the permits. For indirect dischargers, pretreatment standard
regulations and/or a POTW collection/treatment system sets treatment levels for indirect
discharger users. Zero dischargers sometimes are regulated under the CWA and sometimes are
not. In general terms, an authorized state' s environmental laws and their implementation
determine whether that state issues permits for zero dischargers. In many states, the authorized
state agency does not issue NPDES permits for zero dischargers.

1.2.3 Clean Air Act - Backaground

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) requires EPA to regulate emissions of the most
potent air pollutants: those that are known or suspected to cause serious health problems such as
cancer or birth defects. The Clean Air Act refers to these pollutants as hazardous air pollutants
(HAPs).

When amending the CAA in 1990, Congress directed EPA to use a technol ogy-based
approach to significantly reduce emissions of air toxics from major sources of air pollution,*
followed by arisk-based approach to address any remaining, or residual, risks. Under the
technol ogy-based approach, EPA devel ops standards for controlling the emissions of air toxics
from each mgjor source of HAPs. The standards are to result in the maximum reduction in
emissions of hazardous air pollutants achievable and cannot be any less stringent than the
average emission limitation achieved by the best performing 12 percent of existing sources

M gjor sources are defined as sources that emit 10 tons per year of any of the listed toxic air pollutants or
25 tons per year of amixture of air toxics.
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within a source category for which EPA has emission information.®> Standards may be more
stringent than this base level of control (typically called afloor) after EPA considers cost, energy,
and nonair quality health and environmental impacts of potentially more stringent standards.
Standards thus typically reflect the performance of the maximum achievable control technology
(MACT). Eight years after each MACT standard isissued, EPA must assess the remaining
health risks from source categories. If necessary, EPA must implement additional standards that
address any significant remaining risk.

1.2.4 Interaction of RCRA, CWA, and CAA

The CWA and CAA were enacted to control and minimize water and air pollution,
respectively. These two laws caused facilities to collect and manage pollutants that previously
had been discharged into the nation’ s waterways and into itsair. RCRA was enacted in
recognition of the need to manage these collected pollutants appropriately so that they would not
become waterborne or airborne again (RCRA section 1002(b)). This section discusses how these
three laws interact with respect to the particular issue of risks to human health and the
environment posed by managing nonhazardous wastes in surface impoundments.

A traditional focus of the RCRA hazardous waste program has been on risks posed by
collected wastes, such as air and water pollution control residues, and protecting groundwater
resources from contamination from those residues. The RCRA hazardous waste program
exempts from RCRA substantive and permitting requirements tank systems that are part of CWA
treatment systems. CWA NPDES permitsissued by states, using state environmental statutes,
occasionally contain prohibitions on groundwater contamination. Because the CWA program's
traditional focus has been on protecting surface water rather than groundwater, however,
guestions have arisen about whether wastes managed in CWA -regulated treatment systems, but
exempt from RCRA requirements, might contaminate groundwater. An exampleis one part of
the controversy that the LDPFA addressed: the potential for groundwater contamination from
decharacterized wastes managed in CWA treatment systems. In a CWA treatment systemin
which wastewater flows first through atank system and then into surface impoundments, the
wastewater trestment unit exemption from RCRA substantive and permitting requirements
would apply to the tank system part of the wastewater treatment system. Thus, characteristic
hazardous wastes could be introduced into the RCRA-exempt tank system part of the treatment
train, become diluted during treatment, and no longer exhibit the hazardous characteristic by the
time they reach a surface impoundment. This situation gave rise to the concern that hazardous
constituents present in the wastewater could still be present and available to contaminate
groundwater.

Historically, EPA’s rules implementing the CWA have not addressed pollution from air
emissions emanating from wastewater collection and treatment systems. In some instances, the
RCRA hazardous waste program does address air emissions from wastewater collection and
treatment, and, in other instances, the CAA hazardous air pollutant (air toxics) program addresses
certain emissions from wastewater collection and treatment. However, there could be situations

® For new sources, the standard is the level of emission reduction achieved by the best performing single
source within a source category.
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in which wastewaters containing volatile HAPs are not regulated under either the RCRA
hazardous waste program or the CAA air toxics program. The consent decree sought to have
EPA investigate such situations and requires that EPA explicitly include certain facilities and
impoundments with a particular CAA section 112 status. EPA must assess whether these
facilities and impoundments, and the chemicals managed in them, pose risks by the direct air
inhalation pathway.

1.2.5 Reguirements To Conduct This Sudy

1.2.5.1 LDPFA Requirements. Section 3004(g)(10) of the LDPFA requiresthe
Administrator of EPA to complete a study of wastesthat: (1) no longer exhibits a hazardous
characteristic prior to management in any land-based solid waste management unit; and (2) is
treated in a treatment system that subsequently discharges to waters of the United States pursuant
to apermit issued under section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, treated for the
purposes of the pretreatment requirements of section 307 of the Clean Water Act, or treated in a
zero discharge system that, prior to any permanent land disposal, engages in treatment that is
equivalent to treatment required under section 402 of the CWA for discharges to waters of the
United States.

Not later than 5 years after the date of enactment of the LDPFA (i.e., by March 26, 2001),
EPA must complete a study of these wastes to characterize the risks to human health or the
environment associated with such management. In conducting the study, EPA must evaluate the
extent to which risks are adequately addressed under existing state or federal programs and
whether unaddressed risks could be better addressed under such laws or programs. Upon receipt
of additional information or upon completion of such study and as necessary to protect human
health and the environment, EPA may impose additional requirements under existing federal
laws, including subsection 3004(m)(1) or rely on other state or federal programs or authorities to
address such risks.

1.2.5.2 EDF Consent Decree Requirements. Paragraph 11.1 of the consent decree
requires EPA to perform two studies on gaps in the hazardous waste characteristics. The studies
must aso evaluate the resulting potential risks to human health posed by the inhalation of
gaseous and nongaseous air emissions from wastes managed in tanks, surface impoundments,
landfills, wastepiles, and land treatment units. For surface impoundments, the consent decree
specifically excludes those surface impoundments receiving decharacterized wastewaters that are
being studied under the LDPFA. With respect to the consent decree studies, at a minimum, EPA
isrequired to address releases from waste management unitsthat: (1) are at facilities that are not
within source categories subject to the scope of the CAA NESHAP program, (2) are at facilities
that are not major sources under the CAA, and (3) are excluded under a specific NESHAP
MACT rule dueto unit or chemical type. For the surface impoundments, EPA isrequired to
evaluate those impoundments receiving wastewaters that never exhibited a hazardous waste
characteristic.

The purpose of these studiesis “to obtain such information as the Administrator may
require to determine whether a rulemaking to promulgate a hazardous waste characteristic that
addresses potential risk to human health through the direct inhalation pathway should be
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initiated.” In May 1998, EPA released the first of the two required studies covering the waste
management units other than surface impoundments. (See Air Characteristic Sudy, U.S. EPA
1998, subsequently revised November 1999a.) The Consent Decree calls for completion and
public release of the surface impoundment study by March 26, 2001.

1.3 Study Purpose

This study’s purposeisto fulfill, in asingle place, the separate requirements posed by the
LDPFA and the consent decree, which are

“to characterize the risks to human health or the environment associated with
[managing decharacterized wastesin CWA treatment systems]” and to “evaluate
the extent to which risks are adequately addressed under existing State or Federal
programs and whether unaddressed risks could be better addressed under such
laws or programs.” (RCRA section 3004(g)(10))

and

The Administrator shall...perform [a] stud[y] on gaps in the hazardous waste
characteristics and relevant Clean Air Act ("CAA™") controls, and the resulting
potential risks to human health, posed by the inhalation of gaseous and non-
gaseous air emissions from wastes managed in...surface impoundments (excluding
those impoundments receiving decharacterized wastewaters that the Agency is
obliged to study pursuant to section 3004(g)(10) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. S
6924(g)(10))....°

Both the statute and the consent decree require arisk assessment and then an evaluation
of existing mechanisms that address risks posed by this waste management practice. There are
differences between the statutory regquirement and the consent decree requirement. EPA chose to
conduct amultimedia’ risk assessment, which satisfies the statutory requirement and goes beyond
what is required in the consent decree. EPA also performed an evaluation of existing programs,
both regulatory and nonregul atory, which satisfies the statutory requirement and goes beyond
what is required in the consent decree.

As aresult, the study has two primary objectives: (1) to assess risks posed by the waste
management practices described in the statute and consent decree, and (2) to describe how
existing regulatory and nonregulatory programs address any risks that may be present.

6 Civ. No. 89-0958, Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. vs. Whitman et al. June 12, 1997.

" Inthis context, “multimedia’ refers to multi ple environmental media— air, water, soil, and biota.
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14  Study Scope

1.4.1 Definition of Surface | mpoundment

In the RCRA hazardous waste regul ations, the definition of “surface impoundment” at 40
CFR 260.101is

... afacility or part of afacility which isanatural topographic depression, man-
made excavation, or diked areaformed primarily of earthen materials (although it
may be lined with man-made materials), which is designed to hold an
accumulation of liquid wastes or wastes containing free liquids, and which is not
an injection well. Examples of surface impoundments are holding, storage,
settling, and aeration pits, ponds, and lagoons.

Historically, there have been some difficultiesin interpreting this definition related to
distinguishing between surface impoundments and tanks for purposes of interpreting whether the
hazardous waste regulations do or do not apply to a particular waste management unit. In a1983
memorandum, EPA distinguished between tanks and impoundments (U.S. EPA, 1983a) by an
engineering test of awastewater holding unit’s structural integrity and interpreted the unit to be
either atank (if it can withstand the forces applied during the engineering test) or a surface
impoundment (if it cannot withstand the applied forces).

In this study, EPA considered using this definition, but was concerned that the difficulties
in distinguishing between tanks and impoundments would pose problems with the screening
survey, which was intended to identify a sample of facilities with impoundments. EPA reviewed
the definitions used in the 1983 census and the 1985 tel ephone screening survey and chose to use
amodified version of the definition in the 1983 census. The definition OSW finally used in its
surveys for this study (U.S. EPA, 1999b, 1999c) used both text and graphics and is shown in
Figure 1-1)

1.4.2 Other Scope Decisions

EPA faced several decisions on scoping the study on matters that were not specified in
the legislation. EPA received and considered public comments on many of the scope decisions.
(EPA’ s strategy for involving the public in the study design and implementation is described in
Section 1.5.) These specific decisions are described as follows.

Economic Sectors To Includein the Study. EPA chose to focus the study on those
sectors most likely to generate characteristic hazardous waste and, thus, to potentially have
decharacterized waste that might be managed in impoundments. The sectorsincluded were the
manufacturing industries (including food processing; textiles; paper and allied products; stone,
clay and glass; chemicals and allied products; petroleum and allied products; and primary
metals), bulk chemical and petroleum storage, sewerage and refuse systems, scrap and waste
materials, airport terminals, truck transportation terminals, and national security. EPA generaly
excluded the economic sectors that had already been studied in considerable detail under the
various statutory RCRA exclusions for large-volume wastes (the so-called “Bevill exclusions’
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A surface impoundment is a natural topographic depression, artificial excavation, or dike arrangement
for storing, treating, or disposing of wastewater (i.e., liquid or semi-solid waste with less than 5%
solids by weight). A surface impoundment may be constructed above the ground, below the ground,
or partly above the ground and partly below the ground. A surface impoundment’ s length or width is
greater than its depth (for example, it is not an injection well). Here are some examples (side view):

above the ground naturally occurring or excavated below ground/
dike arrangement artificially excavated diked above ground
below the ground

M\ /Y

Figure 1-1. Definition of surfaceimpoundmentsused in thisstudy.

found at RCRA section 3001(b)(3)). However, some facilities whose wastes are excluded under
these statutory exclusions inadvertently were included in the study population because it was not
possible to separate them from facilities in the economic sectors of interest.

Time Framein Which Impoundments Operate. Because impoundments sometimes
operate for many decades, EPA needed to define practical boundaries for the operating period
time frames this study would review. EPA did not believe that facility owners would have
information readily available concerning old impoundments that had closed many years ago.
EPA decided that, since the original LDPFA issue came about due to the so-called “third third”
1990 land disposal restrictions, it was appropriate to focus attention on only those impoundments
that were potentially affected by those regulations (promulgated on June 1, 1990). Thus, EPA
limited the study’ s scope to impoundments that had received waste on or after June 1, 1990.

Geographic Range. In RCRA, theterm “state” refers to the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana lslands. The study’ s geographic range includes all of these areas.

Whether To Include both Wastewater and Sludge. For this study, EPA defined
wastewater as “liquid or semi-solid waste with less than 5% solids by weight” and sludge as “any
solid, semi-solid, or liquid waste containing 5 weight percent or more solids, that is generated in
the course of treating or managing wastewater.” Initially, EPA proposed including sludge and
sludge management practices in the study’ s scope. However, the issue of sludge management
after removal from the impoundment (or sludge management in impoundments, where the
impoundment is the final disposal unit for the sludge) was not part of the original LDPFA issue.
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In addition, the complexity of the ongoing nature of sludge management (with such diverse
practices as dewatering, land application, landfilling, and beneficial reuse) would have
complicated the data collection. Thus, EPA decided to limit the study to wastewater and sludge
present in an impoundment and not to study risks posed by sludges after they are intentionally
removed from an impoundment.

Chemical Constituents of Concern. The legal issues that prompted the study revolved
around hazardous constituents in these wastes remaining after the characteristic property is
removed (in the case of the LDPFA) and around alist of 105 specific constituents that the
consent decree required EPA to study. EPA combined the list of 105 specific constituents with a
list of constituents that had been identified previously as being of concern in the LDR program
(certain so-called “universal treatment standards’ constituents), or more broadly in the RCRA
hazardous waste program (additional constituents that were being considered under the
Hazardous Waste Identification Rule [HWIR] proposal in early 1997). The combined list
consisted of 256 chemicals (or, in some cases, classes of chemicals) that were the subject of the
study.

15 Overview of Methodology

1.5.1 Public Involvement in Study Design and | dentification of Data Needs

Soon after the Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act was enacted, EPA placed a notice
in the Federal Register about the legislation’s requirement to conduct the study, requested public
comments on the “data collection, quality assurance/quality control of data, development of risk
assessment methods, establishment of a peer-review structure for the study, and assessment of
current State/Federal/Tribal regulations or programs that address risks’® and invited stakeholders
to submit ideas for the study design. The genera nature of the comments submitted was that
EPA would need to collect detailed, site-specific information from a representative sample of
facilities to be able to assess potential risks accurately. EPA chose to design the study using
many of the public commentsreceived. EPA also sought a consultation from a committee of
EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB) to gain expert scientific input on the design of the risk
assessment portion of the study.

Based on the public comments and expert scientific input, EPA identified three broad
categories of data needs:

u Data on chemical constituents’ health effects and physical/chemical properties
u Information on federal and state regulatory and nonregulatory programs

u Data on sources and wastes including

Environmental settings in which impoundments are found

8 Vol. 61, Federal Register, pp. 38684-38687, July 25, 1996.
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- Impoundment design features
- Impoundment operating and closure practices

- Wastes managed in impoundments (quantity of the waste matrix and its
chemical composition—jpresence, identification and quantities of chemical
constituents)

- Presence, location, and activities of people and nonhuman organisms.

The datain thefirst category are available in the scientific literature. For the information in the
second category, EPA used various public data sources. For the datain the third category,
although some data were readily available in public data sources, EPA had no way to judge their
representativeness. Thus, amajor challenge EPA faced in performing the study was how to
identify facilities that used surface impoundments meeting the criteria spelled out in the
legislation and consent decree in order to select a representative sample of facilities with
impoundments and how to collect from them the data in the third category.

1.5.2 Overall Framework of Risk Assessment

The basic framework for the risk assessment portion of the study can be summarized in
five steps:

1 Characterize the target population of facilities and impoundments and draw a
probability sample

2. Develop the risk assessment framework

3. Conduct a pilot study

4. Collect and process data for the risk assessment
5. Perform the risk assessment.

The first step consisted of targeting impoundments that were likely to manage the kinds
of wastes the legislation and consent decree required to be studied and that were likely to manage
the hazardous constituents that were at issue in both the legislation and the consent decree.
Because impoundments are sometimes used to manage stormwater that is merely precipitation
runoff and potentially contains very few, if any, of these constituents, EPA was not interested in
including impoundments holding stormwater only. However, many facilities use impoundments
to hold stormwater and some process wastewater, and some facilities use impoundments to hold
cooling water (which could be combined with stormwater, process wastewater, or both). The
wide variety of situations led EPA to decide on alist of wastewater attributes to use as criteriafor
screening out impoundments that were unlikely to have constituents of concern. The criteria
were included in a*“screening” survey that was used to target the study’ s focus on impoundments
most likely to be of interest.

1-12



March 26, 2001 Chapter 1

The second step was to devel op the risk assessment framework. During the study period,
both computing technology and risk assessment “ state of the science” developed rapidly, and
EPA continually revised its approach for conducting the risk assessment to take advantage of
these developments. Using guidance from EPA’s Science Advisory Board and technical
expertise in risk assessment, EPA developed a series of data analysis protocols to apply to the
information identified as necessary for the risk assessment.

The third step was to conduct a pilot study to test the data collection, data processing, and
risk assessment framework on alimited number of facilities. EPA used the results from the data
collection test to improve the survey used to collect the detailed data necessary for the risk
assessment. EPA also gauged the level of effort, both for the pilot study facilities to complete the
survey and for EPA to process and analyze the data, and made adjustments in the study’ s scope
and the risk assessment framework to improve the data collection and analysis efficiency.

The fourth step, collecting and processing the data, took the largest amount of time. For
situations such as this study, the Paperwork Reduction Act requires federal agencies to publish
draft surveys and accept public comments in two separate Federal Register notices before
receiving Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approval for sending out surveys. EPA
designed the data collection as a two-stage sample: the first stage was necessary to identify
facilities with impoundments meeting the study criteria, and the second stage was necessary to
collect the detailed information needed for the risk assessment. EPA used the screener survey for
the first stage and along survey for the detailed information in the second stage. At the end of
the second stage, EPA also performed “field sampling” of wastewater and sludge samples taken
from impoundments at some of the study facilities. The total elapsed time for conducting the
pilot and completing the data collection part of the second stage survey was 3 years (see
Figure 1-2 for study timeline showing key milestones).

The fifth step, performing the risk assessment, was altered from the pilot study approach
due to the advances in computing technology, the availability of environmental fate and transport
models, and the need to perform further screening to remove from consideration those facilities,
impoundments, and constituents that present very little or no risk. EPA prepared atechnical plan
for conducting the risk assessment and obtained input from independent peer reviewers before
embarking on the task of analyzing the survey and field sampling data. In performing the risk
assessment, EPA encountered certain situations not anticipated, so the final risk assessment
approach differed somewhat from the approach outlined in the technical plan. The approach
used is described in Chapter 3 and in Appendix C.

1.5.3 Representativeness of Facilitiesin This Sudy

Section 2 of the LDPFA described the three types of CWA facilities: direct, zero, and
indirect dischargers. Facilitiesthat are one of these three types of dischargers and use surface
impoundments are the popul ation the LDPFA directed EPA to study. At the beginning of this
study, EPA did not have alist of facilities in the United States with impoundments meeting the
criteria described in the statute or the consent decree. For direct dischargers, EPA had a
database, called the Permit Compliance System (PCS), that had some facility name and address
information, but did not identify very many facilities that used impoundments. For zero
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Date
March 1996

July 1996

September 1996

October 1996 to April 1997
April 30/May 1, 1997
July 1997

February 1998

April to June 1998

July 1998

August 1998

December 1998

February to September 1999

November 1999 to July 2000
February to March 2000
May to August 2000

May 2000 to January 2001

September 2000 to March 2001

February to March 2001

Activity
Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act (LDPFA) enacted

Federal Register notice requesting comment on study
methodol ogy

Preliminary consultation on methodology with Science Advisory
Board

Prepare methodol ogy for Science Advisory Board peer review
Science Advisory Board peer review of proposed methodology
Begin pilot study

Draw random sample of facilities to receive screener surveys
First Paperwork Reduction Act Federal Register notice

Revise surveys based on public comments

Complete pilot study report; Second Paperwork Reduction Act
Federal Register notice; Submit Information Collection Request
to Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

Science Advisory Board peer review report on proposed
methodol ogy

OMB approves Information Collection Request

Send out screener surveys, process data from returned surveys,
draw random sample of facilities to receive long survey

Long survey data collection

Peer review of technical plan for risk assessment
EPA “field sampling”

Human health and ecological risk assessment

Review of existing regulatory requirements and nonregulatory
programs

Final Agency review

Figure 1-2. Study timeline.
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dischargers and indirect dischargers, there was no corresponding database that listed facility
names and addresses.

After extensive research, EPA concluded that the three subpopul ations (direct, zero, and
indirect dischargers) presented different challenges for conducting the study. EPA was ableto
use PCS as the data source to locate direct dischargers with impoundments. EPA constructed an
essentially complete list of the direct dischargers and drew a stratified random sample from that
list. For the direct dischargers, EPA believes that the sampleisarepresentative one. EPA
constructed a new national list of zero dischargers from data supplied by state environmental
agencies and certain other sources. Thislist reflects the known zero discharger subpopulation,
but may not accurately reflect the entire national zero discharger subpopulation. However, itis
the most complete national list of zero dischargers that was possible to construct under this
study’ s constraints. Thus, EPA believes the sample of zero dischargersis representative of the
facilities on the list but may not be representative of al zero dischargersin the study population.
For the indirect dischargers, EPA concluded that, of the many thousands of indirect dischargers
across the country, it was likely that, at most, several hundred used impoundments. Asaresult,
EPA concluded that it was infeasible to locate a representative sample of this small
subpopulation. Instead, EPA chose to identify a nonrepresentative sample of the indirect
dischargers, selected to represent the known range of industries, and simply compare the results
for this group with the results for the direct and zero dischargers.

Figure 1-3 illustrates the steps taken to identify a representative sample of direct and
known zero dischargers and to identify the sample of indirect dischargers for this study.

In the rest of thisreport, EPA presents the survey data and risk assessment results for the
direct and zero dischargers. Although EPA included some indirect dischargersin the study and
performed the same risk assessment steps for those indirect dischargers, none were found to pose
risks at levels of concern. For simplicity, the indirect dischargers are omitted from the
descriptions in the rest of the report (although the data on their impoundments and wastes are
included in the appendixes and other supporting materials).

154 Peer Review of Sudy Components

EPA has a policy that requires peer review of magjor scientific and technically based work
products (U.S. EPA, 1994). One group that performs peer reviews of selected EPA work
products is the Science Advisory Board. EPA requested a SAB peer review of the proposed
study methodology. SAB agreed to review the proposed methodology, and convened a special
subcommittee of its Environmental Engineering Committee to perform the peer review. EPA
presented the proposed study design to the subcommittee in April 1997. The Science Advisory
Board' s report for this peer review is available at http://www.epa.gov/sab/eec9809.pdf.

(U.S. EPA, 1998).

EPA made use of many of the SAB recommendations during the study’ s implementation.
One topic on which EPA requested advice was the question of obtaining peer review at different
pointsin the study’ s implementation. SAB’s advice on this topic was that EPA should consider,
plan for, and seek “...the peer review for minimum disciplinary acceptability of the
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Direct Dischargers

Compiled Permit
Compliance System
data on 43,050 facilities

l

Selected stratified
random sample of
2,000 facilities; 138
wereineligible

'

Zero Dischargers

Compiled available state and
Toxics Release Inventory data
on 5,807 facilities

l

Selected stratified
random sample of 250
facilities; 74 were
ineligible

!

Indirect Dischargers

Compiled available
information on 35
facilities

i

Selected all 35
facilities

'

1,185 direct dischargers

Identified 2,073 potentialy eligible facilites to receive screener survey. Tracing efforts yielded
mailing addresses and contact information for 2,017 facilities:

+ 67 zero dischargers + 35 indirect dischargers

!

reporting use of in-scope impoundments:

Received screener survery responses from 1,774 of 2,017 facilities. Of these, 432 were from facilities

365 direct dischargers + 40 zero dischargers + 27 indirect dischargers
\ 4
Selected \ 4 \ 4
purposive - Selected purposive
sampl e of StSelaﬁg: Selected straified sample of 14
6 direct ratiti random sample of indirect
) random sample 40 zero dischargers .
dischargers . dischargers
to pretest of 161 direct
P dischargers
long survey l

entering the risk assessment part of the study

Distributed risk assessment survery to 221 facilities. Of these, 1 was a duplicate, 4 were
nonrespondents, and 21 were false positive screener survey responses. End result was 195 facilities

Figure 1-3. Selection of facilitiesfor study.
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information...the validity of the technical interpretation, and...the relevance of the technical data
and interpretation to a policy decision...” while suggesting that there should be flexibility in
exactly which parties perform these three functions (U.S. EPA, 1998). EPA chose to follow this
advice using already existing mechanismsin place for obtaining public input and to seek formal
peer review by independent scientific experts at two points: areview of the technical plan for the
risk assessment prior to implementing it, and areview of the final risk characterization results.
The review of the technical plan for the risk assessment is described in more detail in

Appendix C. An SAB peer review of the risk characterization results will occur after completion
of the study.

1.6  Organization of ThisReport

Therest of this report describes the methodology, results, and conclusions of the risk
portion of the study and the corresponding analysis of regulatory and nonregulatory program
coverage of potential risksfound. The risk portion of the study is described in Chapters 2 and 3,
the existing program coverage portion of the study is described in Chapter 4, and the risk
conclusions and the program coverage conclusions are summarized in Chapter 5.

Chapter 2 explains the long survey data that were used to develop the bulk of the study’s
conclusions about potential risks. It also includes adiscussion of the field sampling results and
how they illustrate the strengths and weaknesses of the long survey data on waste
characterization. The survey data are a critical component of the overall risk portion of the study
because they provide the context for the formal risk assessment results.

Chapter 3 presents the two parts of the formal risk assessment: the risk analysis, which
yielded numerical estimates of risks potentially posed viathree human health “pathways,” and a
risk screening, which did not yield numerical estimates of risks. Therisk analysis consists of

u Estimates of potential risksto actual current, or likely future, receptors

u An assessment of environmental releases that are occurring and would cause
potential risksif people or ecological receptors were present at certain locations.

Chapter 4 presents the evaluation of the extent to which existing regulatory and non-
regulatory programs address the potential risks found and described in Chapter 3. For human
health risks from the direct air inhalation pathway, EPA identified provisions in both RCRA and
CAA programs that address surface impoundments, the extent to which any of the 256
constituents are specifically addressed by such programs, and the extent to which the industry
categories covered by the S| Study are addressed by the programs. For "non-air risks," EPA
identified federal and state regulations and programs that may address such risks and identified
the constituents of concern and assessed their coverage by these regulations and programs.

Chapter 5 summarizes the important findings from the survey data, summarizes the
results from the risk assessment, and summarizes the overall assessment of how well the existing
programs address the potential risks found.
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Appendix A explains the statistical study design, the survey implementation, and data
processing steps.

Appendix B provides a detailed profile of the study population. The particular attributes
of impoundments, and the wastes managed in them, which can contribute to their probability of
causing environmental releases and/or human or ecological risks are described in considerable
detail. These data are important for understanding the context of the risk assessment results and
conclusions.

Appendix C provides a detailed description of the risk assessment methodology and more
details about the risk assessment resullts.

Appendix D provides a detailed description of the “existing program” analysis
methodology and more details about the coverage found.

Appendix E provides an overall summary of the field sampling waste characterization
data and the detailed information underlying the Chapter 2 description of how the field sampling
dataillustrate the strengths and weaknesses of the long survey waste characterization data.
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Chapter 2

Characterization of Industrial Surface | mpoundments

This chapter presents the survey findings of EPA’s 5-year study of the population of
surface impoundments that manage industrial nonhazardous wastewaters. This presentation
accompanies the risk assessment results discussed in Chapter 3 and the regulatory gap findings
addressed in Chapter 4. Main findings are discussed under the following sections:

2.1  Overview of Surface Impoundment Population

2.2 Chemicals and Management Practices at Surface Impoundments

2.3  Factors Related to Transport of Chemicals from Surface Impoundments

2.4 Proximity of Humans to Surface Impoundments

2.5  Regulatory, Exemption/Exclusion, and Operating Status of Surface
Impoundments

2.6 Conclusions

For background information on EPA’ s study, including the sampling methodology and survey
instrument, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A. A more detailed presentation of the data from the
survey is provided in Appendix B of this report.

21  Overview of Surface Impoundment Population

This section provides an overview of surface impoundment population characteristics,
such asimpoundment age, location, industrial classification, and size.* The data presented here
portray a snapshot in time and, therefore, cannot account for changes in given industrial sectors
that have already taken place since the survey or may take place at some point in the future.

! Throughout this chapter, rounded figures on the number of facilities, number of impoundments, and total
wastewater volume are presented in the text. Estimates of these variables shown in tables and figures are | eft
unrounded. Due to differing patterns of missing data, the weight adjustments for missing data lead to slightly
different estimates presented for the same variable in some tables/figures. See Appendix B for the standard errors
associated with these estimates.
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2.1.1 Population of Surface |mpoundments

EPA estimates that there are approximately 18,000 industrial nonhazardous surface
impoundments® located at 7,500 facilities that received waste between June 1990 and June 2000
and met the other criteriafor being in this study. Of these nonhazardous industrial
impoundments, approximately 11,900 manage wastewaters that contain one or more chemicals of
concern and/or have either high or low pH (see Table 2-1). These impoundments are located at
an estimated 4,500 facilities and account for roughly 650 million metric tons (t) of wastewater
quantity managed. Although only 15 percent of these facilities manage any decharacterized
wastes, the volumes of decharacterized wastewater managed make up 70 percent of the entire
wastewater quantity. This study presents results for these 11,900 impoundments that contain
wastewaters with chemicals/pH of concern.?

Management of wastewaters in impoundments can include storage, treatment, and, in
some cases, disposal. Approximately two-thirds of all facilities have more than one
impoundment onsite and roughly 5 percent have more than 10 impoundments onsite that manage
wastewaters. Usually, storage and treatment functions are performed before the wastewater is
discharged to a surface waterbody under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit; facilities employing this approach are often referred to as “direct dischargers.”
Asshownin Table 2-1, there are 3,940 facilities and 10,990 surface impoundments that manage
approximately 618,000,000 metric tons of wastewater through direct discharge.*

Impoundments used for disposal of wastewater are referred to as “zero discharge”
impoundments. The practice of wastewater disposal in impoundments is less common than
storage and treatment of wastewater in impoundments. Disposal is usually achieved by alowing
the wastewater to evaporate or to percolate into the ground and does not include dischargeto a
surface waterbody. EPA estimates that there are 510 zero discharge facilities, or 880
impoundments, that manage approximately 27,000,000 metric tons.

In the economic sectors that are the subject of this study, surface impoundments are used
for the management of wastewater, stormwater, and cooling water. As shown in Figure 2-1, the
majority of impoundments were constructed within the past 30 years. Furthermore, 40 percent of
impoundments came on line in the 1970s, probably in response to environmental programs
promulgated early in that decade requiring greater treatment of industrial wastewaters. The
impoundments that were in operation before 1970, approximately one-quarter of the population,
were likely employed in some aspect of water supply management associated with the industrial
processes at these facilities.

2 Actual estimates of the number of industrial nonhazardous waste impoundments vary from 16,700 (based
on the long survey) to 18,400 (based on the screener survey). See Appendix A for adetailed discussion of these
estimates.

%In comparison, in the United States today, there are just under 50 facilities with roughly 200 surface
impoundments that are used to manage hazardous waste. These hazardous waste surface impoundment figures are
based on data extracted from EPA’s RCRAINnfo in January 2001.

4 Number for facilities, impoundments, and quantities of wastewater managed are rounded in this chapter.
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Table2-1. Overview of Facility, Impoundment, and Wastewater Quantity Estimates

Direct Zero Total
Characteristic Dischargers Dischargers Population
Estimated number of facilities 3,944 512 4,457
Estimated number of impoundments 10,987 876 11,863
Total quantity of wastewaters managed
(metric tons)® 627,218,336 27,250,309 654,468,645

& The estimate of the wastewater quantity for the total population differs from the estimates shown in Tables 2-2
and 2-15. Thisis due to missing data associated with this variable. Refer to Appendix A on missing data and
Appendix B for the standard error associated with this variable.

5,000
4,500 | (4,226)

4,000 |~
3,500 |~
3,000 |~

(2,382)
2,500 |-

(2,073)
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(1,446)
1,500 |- (1,213)

1,000 [~

Number of Impoundments (weighted)

(409)

500 1 (114)

© =

Before 1900 1940-1949 1960-1969 1980-1989
1900-1939 1950-1959 1970-1979 1990-2000

Year Impoundments Began Receiving Waste

Figure2-1. Distribution of 11,863 impoundments by year unit began receiving
waste.

2.1.2 Location of Surface |mpoundments

Generally, surface impoundments are located in areas with fairly significant precipitation
levels and availability of water. Figure 2-2 shows the breakdown of the 11,900 impoundments
from the survey by EPA Region across the United States. The greatest proportion of
impoundments are located in Gulf Coast states and along the East Coast. EPA’s Region 3 has
the greatest density of impoundments per 100 square miles; EPA Region 4 has the highest
number of impoundments. Zero discharge facilities are generally distributed across the regions
evenly, with the exception of EPA Regions 1 and 8, which have none.
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Figure 2-2. Regional distribution of surface impoundments.

2.1.3 Breakdown of Surface Impoundments by Industry

Surface impoundments have been and continue to be used widely in the management of
industrial wastewaters. For this study, EPA chose a scope of economic activities that generally
matched the “industrial” categories of the December 1983 Surface |mpoundment Assessment
National Report, focusing on the manufacturing sector, along with certain other economic sectors
that were likely to have surface impoundments with wastes containing chemical constituents.

The nonmanufacturing sectors included were trucking, motor freight terminal maintenance,
airports, the waste management and sanitary services sector, industrial supplies, chemical and
allied product bulk storage, petroleum bulk stations, national security, and miscellaneous
services. (See Chapter 1 and Appendix A for adiscussion of the industry coverage in the sample
selection for the study.)

According to the survey data, approximately two-thirds of the total wastewater quantity
managed in the 11,900 impoundments is managed at paper and allied product sector facilities
(see Table 2-2). Thisindustrial sector, however, represents only 6 percent of the population of
facilities and just over 10 percent of all impoundments. Furthermore, an analysis at the 4-digit
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Table2-2. Breakdown by 2-Digit SIC Code of Surface Impoundmentsthat Manage
Chemicals/pH of Concern and of Quantities of Wastewater M anaged

Per cent of
Per cent of Per cent of 653,314,426 @
4,457 11,863 Metric Tons
SIC Code Descriptor Facilities Impoundments  Wastewater
Chemical and Allied Products (SIC 28) 19 23 9
Stone, Clay, Glass, Concrete Products (SIC 32) 15 13 1
Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods (SIC 51) 12 10 4
Primary Metals Industry (SIC 33) 10 8 7
Food and Kindred Products (SIC 20) 8 8 5
Petroleum and Coal Products (SIC 29) 7 11 6
Paper and Allied Products (SIC 26) 6 12 66
All Other SIC Codes 23 15 2

SIC = Standard Industrial Classification.

& The estimate of the wastewater quantity for the total population differs from the estimates shown in Tables 2-1
and 2-15. Thisis due to missing data associated with this variable. Refer to Appendix A on missing data and
Appendix B for the standard error associated with this variable.

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code level reveals that roughly 40 percent of the total
wastewater quantity fallsin the pulp mills industry (SIC 2611), a subsector of the paper and
alied products industry.

Examining the datain Table 2-2 regarding the overall industrial coverage, the top four
sectors account for 56 percent of the population of facilities; these sectors are chemical and allied
products; stone, clay, glass, concrete products; wholesale trade-nondurable goods; and primary
metals. These sectors manage only 20 percent of the total wastewater volume. The breakdown
of industries differs at the impoundment level. The chemical and allied product sector and the
stone, clay, glass, concrete products sector represent an estimated 36 percent of the population of
impoundments. However, the next highest sectors in impoundment representation are the
petroleum and coal product sector and the paper and alied products sector, with atotal of
23 percent of the impoundments in the population.

2.1.4 Surface Impoundment Sze and Appearance Characteristics

Impoundments vary considerably in surface area and depth. A size breakdown of
impoundment surface area for the impoundment population is shown in Table 2-3. The depth of
the impoundment can fluctuate, especially with larger units. These factors determine the overall
volume of wastewater managed in any given impoundment. The relationship of impoundment
surface area and wastewater volume is discussed in Section 2.2.3.
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Table 2-3. Breakdown of Impoundment Surface Area

Size Range Impoundment Surface Area
(hectares) (Percent of 11,863 Total)

0 to /4 hectares 6,013 (51%)

/410 1 hectares 2,953 (25%)

1to 5 hectares 1,989 (17%)

5to 10 hectares 456 (4%)

10 to 500 hectares 452 (4%)

Asshown in Table 2-3, 51 percent of all impoundments have a surface area of 1/4 hectare
or less. The medium size range of impoundments, from 1/4 to 5 hectares, constitutes 42 percent
of the total population. The upper 8 percent of impoundments range from 5 to 500 hectaresin
size. Thedirect and zero discharge populations each have roughly the same size breakdown as
that shown in Table 2-3 for the total population of impoundments.

Figures 2-3 through 2-5 show three pictures of impoundments taken during EPA’sfield
sampling (see Appendix E for details on field sampling). Surface impoundments range from
engineered structures that have the appearance of being man-made to marsh-like areas that an
observer might not realize were used for wastewater management. Some have vegetation
growing in the impoundments; many have vegetation growing along the edges. For
impoundments with “liner” systems (one or more layers of material placed on the sides and
bottom to prevent the wastewater from seeping into the ground), the aboveground part of the
liner may be visible. Frequently, equipment such as pumps, flow control devices, and aeration
equipment is present. There can be vehicle access roads constructed on top of the berms that
formthe sides. The color of the wastewater can be many different hues, and the wastewater can
have afloating layer of oil or grease, a frothy appearance from foam, and/or a distinct odor.
Impoundments can be located immediately adjacent to agricultural or residential areas or in areas
of heavy industrial concentration.

2.2  Chemicalsand Management Practices at Surface lmpoundments

Surface impoundments provide a relatively low-maintenance/l ow-cost method of
effectively managing nonhazardous wastewater, and thus serve a useful purpose in protecting
waterbodies from receiving highly contaminated industrial wastes. However, impoundments can
have an impact on the environment: chemicals can volatilize from the wastewater surface,
contamination of the groundwater can occur if wastewater |eaches from the impoundment, and
nearby surface waterbodies can become polluted. Additionally, impoundments can experience
overtopping releases through significant precipitation events or berm failure.
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Figure 2-3. Surfaceimpoundment located at a fruit processing facility.

Figure 2-4. Surfaceimpoundment at a petroleum refinery.
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Figure 2-5. Surface impoundment at a nylon manufacturing plant.

This section describes the sources for the chemical data used in this study, discusses the
chemicals that can be present in wastewater and sludge in impoundments, identifies
impoundment size and wastewater volume characteristics of the population of impoundments,
and examines the management practices employed at surface impoundments.

2.2.1 Data Sourcesfor Chemical Data

In this study, EPA is using two sources of data to identify the chemicals present in the
impoundments and to quantify the amounts of those chemicals that are present: survey data and
field sampling data.

2.2.1.1 Survey Data. Inthe Sl survey, EPA requested that respondents identify the
chemicals of concern present in their impoundments and, if known, state the average quantity of
each chemical present

u In the preceding 3-year period, or
L] In any 3-year period since 1990, if no data were available for the most recent
3-year period.
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EPA encouraged respondents to conduct analytical tests to produce their answers, but allowed
respondents to report estimates based on their knowledge of their wastes and processes. If data
were unavailable, the survey respondents were not required to provide information. However,
many survey respondents conducted sampling in order to respond to the survey.

Based on the survey data, methanol, fluoride, acetone, manganese, zinc, barium, and
nickel are present in the greatest quantity in wastewater. See Section 2.2.2 for amore detailed
discussion of frequently occurring chemicals.

2.2.1.2 Field Sampling Data. Of the major industry categories represented in the survey
sample, EPA selected 12 facilities and, based on the survey responses and genera knowledge of
each industry, identified chemicals likely to be present in those facilities’ impoundments. EPA
then visited the facilities to obtain wastewater and sludge samples, analyzed those samples, and
used the field sampling data for comparison with the survey data.® For more information on the
field sampling, see Appendix E of thisreport. EPA performed the field sampling to accomplish
two primary objectives. The risk assessment relies on the survey data regarding the presence and
quantities of constituents. If the survey data on constituent quantities do not reflect the actual
guantities of constituents in an impoundment (that is, are inaccurate), then the risk assessment
results based on those data will be inaccurate aswell. Similarly, if survey respondents did not
report all the constituents present in an impoundment, then the survey data on the presence of
constituents will be incomplete and the risk assessment results will likewise be incomplete. The
field sampling effort provided an independent check, or verification, of the survey data on
constituent presence and quantities. Thus, the field sampling objectives were

L] To evaluate the degree to which the concentrations of constituents reported in the
survey agree with the concentrations measured in the field

L] To evaluate the degree to which the field sampling results revealed omissionsin
the reported survey data on presence and quantities of constituents.

For those constituents reported in the survey data and for which the field sampling
confirmed their presence at the particular facilities and impoundments, the reported survey data
values of chemical quantity agree, in most instances, within an order of magnitude of the
corresponding field sampling quantity (see Figure 2-6). Furthermore, in almost all instances, the
reported survey values agree within 2 orders of magnitude of the corresponding field sampling
values. Thisfinding indicates that, where chemical constituents were reported by survey
respondents, EPA’ s field sampling did not find evidence of underreporting.

One limitation of this comparison is the fact that the survey requested average values over
a 3-year period, while the field sampling data were obtained on a 1- or 2-day visit. Another
limitation is that, because the facilities selected for field sampling were not chosen randomly, the
results cannot be statistically extrapolated. However, EPA believes that the comparisons provide
useful insights into the overall quality of the survey data and into certain critical areas of
uncertainty in the risk assessment.

® For more information on the field sampling, see Appendix E of this report.
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Figure 2-6. Relationship between survey values and corresponding EPA measur ements.

As an indication of whether constituents might tend to be present that were not reported
in the survey, EPA compared the number of constituents reported by each of the 12 field
sampling facilities with the number of constituents found in the field sampling. Table 2-4
presents the results of this comparison.

Table 2-4 suggests that the reported survey data on the presence of chemical constituents
may be incomplete. At each of the 12 facilities visited for sampling, EPA found unreported
constituents above a limit of detection. The number of unreported constituents found at afacility
ranged from 3 to 30.

Based on the agreement between the concentrations reported in the survey and those
measured during EPA’sfield study, EPA has concluded that there is no reason to question the
concentration data provided in the facility survey. However, based on the discrepancies observed
asto the presence of some constituents in the impoundments sampled, there is evidence to
suggest that facility operators do not necessarily have comprehensive knowledge of all the
individual constituents contained in their impoundments.
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Table 2-4. Constituents Confirmed with Field Sampling and Unreported Constituents

No. Of
Additional
No. Of Same Constituents
No. Of Constituents Detected by
Constituents  Detected in EPA and Not
Facility Reportedin  Corresponding Reported
SIC Code SIC Description Survey? EPA Sample by Facility
2037 Fruit processing 0 0 11
2621 Paper mill 15 8 18
2611 Pulp mill 11 10 30
2821 Nylon manufacturing 8 6 18
2819 Inorganic chemicals 6 4 13
2911 Petroleum refinery #1 55 17 7
2911 Petroleum refinery #2 11 11 13
3087 Rubber mixing 10 5 3
3273 Ready mix concrete 0 0 10
3313 Electrometallurgical products 17 15 13
3353 Aluminum manufacturing 7 7 11
3674 Semiconductors 4 4 9

SIC = Standard Industrial Classification.
& Includes concentration values reported as “ <", and constituents reported as “ present but quantity unknown.”

There are avariety of possible reasons for these discrepancies. For example, EPA used
high-quality analytical procedures enabling the quantification of constituents that are present at
low levels. In addition, impoundment operators may only be required to monitor for alimited
number of indicator chemicals and, as a consequence, may only track and therefore report one
chemical among alarger class of chemical constituents.

Where chemical data are discussed in the remainder of this chapter, data from the survey
database are used. For a more complete discussion of the field sampling data, please see
Appendix E of thisreport.

2.2.2 Chemicals Managed in Surface |mpoundments

As stated in Section 2.1.1, the impoundments addressed in this study are those that
manage wastewaters that contain chemicals or pH of concern. Of the 11,900 impoundments that
meet this criterion, just over 90 percent had chemicals of concern and roughly 10 percent had pH
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of concern. According to the survey data, approximately half of all facilities (15 percent of
wastewater quantity managed) employ impoundments to manage five or fewer chemicals.
Figure 2-7 shows the distribution of chemicals present on a per impoundment basis for
wastewater influent, wastewater in impoundment, and sludge. The industry sectors that employ
impoundments to manage more than 20 chemicals are chemical and alied products, paper and
alied products, petroleum and coal products, and primary metals. A more detailed examination
of the chemicals found in impoundments across SIC codes is provided in Appendix B.

A breakdown of chemicals present, by chemical category, for wastewaters and sludgesis
shown in Table 2-5. This table displays chemical presence based on “influent,” “in
impoundment,” and “effluent” sampling points. The figuresin this table represent the number of
impoundments that contain chemicals from the given chemical category (shown under “# Imps”),
and the percentage of the total volume of wastewater that contains chemicals from the given
chemical category (shown under “% Vol”).

Asshown in Table 2-5, metals are the most prevalent chemical category found in
wastewaters across the population of impoundments, present in 9,970 impoundments at influent
and 7,760 impoundments at effluent sampling points. Furthermore, approximately 85 percent of

9,000
8,000 - B B Wastewater influent
w 7,000 - |:| Wastewater in impoundment
o
g |:| Sludge
e
-
)
o]
Q
E
ks
@
Ke]
S
)
p

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25

Number of Target Chemicals per Impoundment
Note:  For adetailed examination of the number of chemicals found in impoundments by SIC code, see
Appendix B.

Figure2-7. Number of chemicalsin wastewater and sludge managed in
impoundments.
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Table 2-5. Breakdown of Chemical Categoriesfor Wastewater and Sludge (at Different
Sampling Points) on Impoundment and Volume Basis

Wastewater Sludge
In
In Impoundmen
Influent  Impoundment Effluent  Influent t Effluent

Chemical Categories # % # % # % # % # % # %
Imps Vol Imps Vol Imps Vol Imps Vol Imps Vol Imps Vol

VOCs 5866 76 5412 76 4,815 72 1690 4 2006 21 1311 14
SVOCs 3824 75 378 75 3508 69 863 7 1261 24 605 3
Metals 996 84 9982 83 7,762 85 3925 42 5551 98 3,078 88
Dioxin-like compounds 291 24 218 21 346 22 247 10 861 35 412 41
Mercury 2483 27 2479 30 2235 31 1061 09 1745 66 826 6
Any chemicals 10,745 96 10,766 97 8,187 92 4,101 45 5759 100 3230 89

# Imps = number of impoundments.

% Vol = percent of total volume.

SV OCs = Semivalatile organic compounds.
VOCs = Volatile organic compounds.

wastewater volumes contain metals. Dioxin-like compounds are the least common category of
chemicals found in wastewaters across the population of impoundments, present in 290
impoundments at influent and 350 impoundments at effluent sampling points. However, just
over 20 percent (between 21 and 24 percent) of wastewater volume contains dioxin-like
compounds.

Metals are also the most common chemicals present in sludges across the population of
impoundments, showing up in 3,930 impoundments at influent and 3,080 impoundments at
effluent sampling points. A comparatively higher number of impoundments contain metalsin
sludge at the “in impoundment” sampling point, approximately 5,500 impoundments. Dioxin-
like compounds are the least common category of chemicalsin sludge managed in
Impoundments, present at between 250 impoundments at influent and 410 impoundments at
effluent sampling points. Thereis also acomparatively higher number of units, 860
Impoundments, with dioxin-like compounds at the “in impoundment” sampling point.

The most common constituents (by volume) in each chemical category are
u VOCs. methanol, acetone, methyl ethyl ketone, and acetaldehyde

u SVOCs: ethylene glycol, phenol, cresols, and aniline
u Metals. manganese, zinc, barium, and nickel.
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In addition, two inorganic chemicals, sulfides and fluoride, are commonly present in wastewater
volumes. These data are provided in Appendix B, along with presence and volume estimates for
all SIS chemicals.

The pH criteria (pH between 2 and 3 or pH between 11 and 12.5) was not a significant
issue at the impoundments addressed in thisreport. Approximately 3 percent of impoundments
were in the acidic range, aimost al of which managed never characteristic wastewaters. Roughly
8 percent of impoundments were in the basic range, the vast majority of which never managed
characteristic wastes.

Table 2-6 presents data on the wastewater influent concentrations for 11 toxicity
characteristic (TC) constituents that are managed in impoundments (see 40 CFR 261.124,
Table 1). These 11 constituents are among the most frequently occurring across the population
of impoundments, with all but cresol being in the top 25 chemicals; cresol is ranked 35" by
presence. Appendix B, Table B-19a shows a complete breakdown of chemicals by presence and
by wastewater quantity.

As the data show, arsenic, benzene, and cadmium have 50" percentile concentrations for
never characteristic, decharacterized, or al impoundments that are above a screening factor
health benchmark for cancer or noncancer effects. For the 90" percentile concentrations,
selenium is added to that list. Barium, chloroform, chromium, mercury, and methyl ethyl ketone
have 90™ percentile concentrations that are within an order of magnitude of a human health
screening factor. Benzeneis the lone chemical to have 90" percentile wastewater influent
concentrations for never characteristic and for all impoundments above the TC level. Arsenic,
barium, benzene, cadmium, chloroform, chromium, lead, and selenium show concentrations that
are abovethe TC level at afew impoundments (see Appendix B for histograms of the full
concentration distributions for these TC chemicals). The never characteristic and
decharacterized concentration breakdowns do not reveal any clear trends regarding chemical
concentration.

In Table 2-7, EPA presents data on the facility-level co-occurrence of chemicalsin
wastewater by human health effect. Facility-level co-occurrence is defined as two or more
chemicals with a common target health effect occurring within or across impoundments at a
singlefacility. These figures on co-occurrence of chemicals with a common target health effect
do not account for the potential variance of the effects that may result within the same target
health effect category, nor does this evaluation consider chemical concentration with regard to
co-occurrence. However, EPA did consider chemical concentration and co-occurrence in the risk
analysis. Specifically, EPA’srisk analysis examined the risks caused by exposure to multiple
contaminants from the same impoundment and facility and found only a single instance where
co-occurrence led to arisk of concern. (See Appendix C, Section C.1, which provides
information on the assessment of cumulative risks.) The evaluation of chemical co-occurrence
was specifically called for as a part of the consent decree (EDF v. Whitman).

As the data show, the top five target health effect categories for facilities with two or
more chemical co-occurrences in wastewater are kidney, liver, neurological, cancer, and
hematological. The target health effect categories that have facilities with co-occurrences of
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Table2-6. Comparison of 50" and 90™ Per centile I nfluent Wastewater
Concentrationswith Toxicity Characteristic (TC) Limitsand Health-Based
Screening Factorsfor Selected Chemicals

Chemical
Arsenic
(7440-38-2)
Barium
(7440-39-3)
Benzene
(71-43-2)
Cadmium
(7440-43-9)
Chloroform
(67-66-3)
Chromium
(7440-47-3)
Cresol
(1319-77-3)
Lead
(7439-92-1)
Mercury
(7439-97-6)

Methyl Ethyl
Ketone (MEK)
(78-93-3)

Selenium
(7782-49-2)

Screening
Factor®
(mg/L)

Carc. Noncarc.
6.6E-04 6.9E-03
NA 1.6E+00
1.8E-02 NA
NA 1.2E-02
1.6E-01 2.3E-01
NA 6.9E-02
NA 1.2E+00
NA NA
NA 6.9E-03
NA 1.4E+01
NA 1.2E-01

TC
Limit ®
(mg/L)
50
100.0
05

1.0

6.0

50
200.0

5.0

0.2

200.0

1.0

Influent Wastewater Concentrations (mg/L)

50th Percentile

Never

Charac- Decharac- Impound- Charac-

eristic terized

9.0E-03 6.9E-03

1.3E-01 1.0E-01

8.0E-01 1.6E-02

1.8E-02 3.1E-03

4.0E-03 1.9E-02

6.0E-03 6.4E-03

NA 4.1E-02

2.0E-02 5.7E-03

6.0E-05 5.9E-04

0.0E+00 7.4E-01

2.0E-03 8.0E-03

All Never

ments  teristic
9.0E-03  1.3E-02
1.3E-01 3.2E-01
21E-02  1.1E+00
3.1E-03  7.9E+00
4.0E-03  1.1E-02
6.4E-03  2.5E-02
3.1E-02 NA
1.0E-02  2.0E-02
3.0E-04  6.0E-04
6.1E-01  2.5E-02
5.3E-03 1.4E-01

90th Percentile
All
Decharac- |Impound-
terized ents
21E-02  21E-02
4.5E-01 3.5E-01
9.0E-02  8.0E-01
7.0E-03 1.5E-01
11E-01  3.0E-02
27E-02  27E-02
1.1E-01 1.1E-01
2.0E-02  2.0E-02
7.5E-03  3.8E-03
59E+00  5.9E+00
4.8E-02 1.4E-01

NA = Not available.
& Human health screening factors for carcinogens (carc.) and noncarcinogens (noncarc.) in drinking
water. See Appendix C, Attachment C-3.
® Source: RCRA §261.24, Table 1 — Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity
Characteristic

between 11 and 20 chemicals in wastewater within/across impoundments are liver, cancer,
kidney, and neurological; liver has the most facilities within thisrange, at 221. Additional
evaluation of the co-occurrence of chemicals in wastewaters and in sludge is shown in

Appendix B.
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Table2-7. Co-occurrence of Chemicalsin Wastewater by Human Health Effect

Estimated Number of Facilitieswith Co-occurrences’ in

Wastewater
Number of Chemicals Co-occurring Within/ All Eadcilities
Across |mpoundments® with Two or
Target Health More
Effect® 2-3 4-6 7-10 11-20 Co-ocurrences
Cancer 621 328 390 30 1,369
Adrenal 0 0 0 0 0
Bladder 0 0 0 0 0
Body weight 984 193 13 0 1,191
Brain 0 0 0
Cardiovascular 0 0 0
Death 0 0 0
Developmental 635 11 0 0 646
Eyes 13 0 0 13
Forestomach 0 0 0 0
Gastrointestinal 0 0 0 0
Generd 0 0 0 0
Hematological 1,246 76 11 0 1,334
Kidney 1,099 799 111 11 2,020
Leukemia 0 0 0 0 0
Liver 972 339 212 221 1,743
Lung 766 64 0 0 830
Mammary 0 0 0 0 0
Nasal cavity 0 0 0 0 0
Neurological 873 696 73 10 1,653
Organ weight 13 0 0 0 13
Reproductive 123 0 0 0 123
Respiratory 832 131 0 0 962
Respiratory tract 0 0 0 0
Skin 238 0 0 238
Spleen 0 0 0 0
(continued)
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Table 2-7. (continued)

Estimated Number of Facilitieswith Co-occurrences’ in

Wastewater
Number of Chemicals Co-occurring Within/ All Eadcilities
Across |mpoundments’ with Two or
Target Health More
Effect® 2-3 4-6 7-10 11-20 Co-ocurrences

Stomach 0 0 0 0 0
Thyroid 0 0 0 0 0
Vascular 6 0 0 0 6

# For noncarcinogenic chemicals, target organ on which health benchmark (e.g., RfD) is based.
Cancer or leukemiafor carcinogenic chemicals. See Appendix C for discussion of health
benchmarks.

b A facility-level co-occurrence is defined as when two or more chemicals with a common target
health effect occur within or across impoundments at a single facility.

¢ Lists of the co-occurring chemicals at each facility in the sample are provided in Appendix B.

2.2.3 Surface Impoundment Sze and Wastewater VVolume Char acteristics

Impoundment size is an important variable in the assessment of wastewater volumes and
the potential for environmental releases. Asshown in Figure 2-8, approximately 75 percent of
the total wastewater quantity for all impoundments exists at roughly 10 percent of the
impoundments; these impoundments have surface areas that range from 5 to 500 hectares.
Alternatively, approximately half of al impoundments have surface areas under 1/4 hectare;
these 6,000 impoundments have a combined total of roughly 1 percent of the wastewater quantity
managed in all impoundments.

For a given impoundment surface area, the wastewater quantity in that impoundment will,
of course, vary based on depth of the impoundment as well as the potential for partial
impoundment dryness on a seasonal basis. Above each bar in the top histogram in Figure 2-8 is
the range of wastewater quantities in impoundments in the given size class. A clear example of
variance in wastewater quantitiesis seen for the 1/4- to 1-hectare sizerange. The wastewater
quantity for this group of impoundments varies from roughly 4 metric tons to over 1 million
metric tons.

The lower histogram in Figure 2-8 displays the number of impoundments broken out by
direct or zero discharge status above each bar. While zero discharge impoundments are present
at just over 10 percent of all facilities and make up approximately 7 percent of all impoundments,
they represent under 5 percent of the total wastewater quantity. Just over 400 zero discharge
impoundments (almost half of the 876 total zero dischargers) are under 1/4 hectare, while just 7
percent of the zero discharge impoundments are over 5 hectaresin size.
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Table 2-8. Facility Breakdown of Treatment Process
(Used by at L east One I mpoundment)

Treatment Process

Aeration Sedimentation Other No Treatment
Number Number Number
Number of of of of

Facility Status  Impoundments % Impoundments % Impoundments % Impoundments %

Direct dischargers

(3,944 facilities) 920 23 1,780 45 1,745 44 2,001 53
Zerodischargers

(512 facilities) 160 31 217 42 92 18 232 45
All facilities

(4,457 facilities) 1,081 24 1,997 45 1,837 41 2,323 52

% = percent of discharge category.
Several treatment processes may be used at the same facility. Therefore, the sum of the percentages for “all
facilities” does not total 100%.

Impoundment size is an important factor in assessing the potential for human exposure to
chemicals managed at these facilities. For the air pathway, volatilization potential can increase at
larger impoundments due to the increase in surface area exposed to the atmosphere at these
impoundments. Alternatively, greater impoundment size can allow for greater dilution of
chemicals and thus lower concentrations and reduced emissions (see Section 2.3.1). Similarly,
for the groundwater pathway, larger impoundments are less likely to be lined than are smaller
impoundments. Additionally, chemical releases to groundwater may be more difficult to detect
at larger impoundments due to the greater demand for monitoring well coverage. However, the
greater dilution of chemicals that often occursin larger impoundmentsis again a mitigating
factor, reducing the potential that releases from the unit will be at high concentrations (see
Section 2.3.2).

2.2.4 Management Practices at Surface |mpoundments

Management practices at impoundments can be broadly classified as aeration,
sedimentation, and other (including flocculation, coagulation, precipitation, filtration,
biotreatment, denitrification, disinfection, ion exchange, adsorption, and chemical oxidation).
Table 2-8 shows a breakdown of management methods at facilities by discharge type.
Approximately one-quarter of all facilities performed aeration in at least one impoundment, with
adlightly greater percentage of zero dischargers than direct dischargers conducting aeration.
Roughly 45 percent of all facilities have sedimentation occurring in an impoundment, while
approximately 40 percent of facilities employed some other treatment method. At half of all
facilities, no treatment was conducted. See Appendix B, Table B-10, for adetailed list of all
treatment types used in the survey.
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Many facilities manage wastewaters in multiple impoundments, allowing different
methods of treatment to be conducted in different impoundments that are linked in the process
(e.g., aeration, biotreatment, and sedimentation). EPA did not assess the occurrence of staged
treatment at these facilities. Thisissueis discussed briefly with regard to transport of chemicals
in the atmosphere in Section 2.3.1.

2.3  FactorsRelated to Transport of Chemicals from Surface | mpoundments

This section presents data on factors associated with the transport of chemicalsin
wastewater from source to receptor via environmental media: air, groundwater, and surface
water. The presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), the use of aeration, and the size of
the impoundment are discussed for the air pathway. The depth to groundwater and presence of
liners are discussed for the groundwater pathway. The surface water pathway istreated as a
special case of groundwater transport. Therefore, the hydrogeological connectivity of
groundwater to surface water is discussed in this section; the possibility of surface water
contamination from occurrence of overtopping eventsis also briefly discussed.

2.3.1 Factors Related to Transport of Chemicalsin Air

The uncontrolled release of VOCs from wastewaters is an area of concern. There are
many factors that affect the volatilization of a chemical from the water surface of an
impoundment and its subsequent transport in the atmosphere. These factors include the
properties of the chemical (e.g., its chemical-specific tendency to partition between water and
air), the temperature of the air above the impoundment and the wastewater in the impoundment,
the local meteorologica conditions including wind speed and atmospheric stability class, and the
characteristics of the impoundment such asiits surface area and aeration level.” Additionally, the
mass of VOC present in the wastewater has an important influence on the overall emissions from
agiven unit. The dataon VOCsin wastewater, impoundment size, and aeration are discussed
below asthey relate to potential air contamination.

Approximately 50 percent of impoundments manage wastewaters that contain VOCs (see
Table 2-9). However, roughly 75 percent of wastewaters by volume contain VOCs.
Additionally, 55 percent of direct dischargers have VOCs present in wastewaters, compared to an
estimated 20 percent of zero dischargers. Asdiscussed in Section 2.2.2, the most common VOCs
(by volume) present in wastewaters are methanol, acetone, methyl ethyl ketone, and
acetaldehyde.

Impoundment size is an important factor influencing the atmospheric contaminant
concentration at a receptor point. EPA therefore examined the presence of VOCs by
impoundment size in a separate analysis. Approximately 70 percent of the very large
impoundments (those in the 5- to 500-hectare category) contain VVOCs, while 50 percent of the
small impoundments (under 1 hectare) contain VOCs.

" surface impoundments are generally designed as open-air units. Relatively few are known to have a
cover or be under aroofed structure.
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Table 2-9. VOC/Aeration Statusfor |mpoundments

Wastewater Per cent of Total

VOCg/Aeration Number of Quantity Wastewater
Treatment Impoundments (metric tons) Quantity
No VOCs/ ageration 804 44,276,182 6
VOCs/ aeration 939 306,608,296 40
VOCs/ no aeration 5,350 253,540,050 33
No VOCs/ no aeration 4,770 154,075,362 20
All impoundments® 11,863 758,499,891 100

& Thetotal wastewater quantity shown here for all impoundments does not equal the total
wastewater quantity shown in Table 2-1. Thisis due to the missing data associated with this
variable. Pleaserefer to Appendix A for adiscussion of how missing data were handled, and
Appendix B for information on the standard error associated with the wastewater quantity
estimate.

Aeration isafairly common management practice for these impoundmentsand is
performed for various reasons to improve the efficiency of wastewater treatment. As discussed
in Section 2.2.4, aeration is performed at approximately 25 percent of al facilities. Using the
figures shown in Table 2-9, EPA estimates that approximately 45 percent of the total wastewater
volumeis aerated. However, according to the same table, of the 1,743 impoundments where
aeration is conducted, 804, or amost half, show no presence of VOCsin wastewater. Thisis
understandable given that aeration may be employed for reasons other than treatment of volatiles,
such as for mixing coagulants in the wastewater or promoting aerobic biodegradation (Metcalf
and Eddy, 1991).

Of those impoundments conducting aeration, approximately 50 percent are under
1 hectare in size. However, amost 40 percent of impoundments in the 5- to 500-hectare size
range are employing aeration practices. These very large impoundments are likely aerated only
in particular areas of the impoundment.

Asdiscussed in Section 2.2.4, facilities may employ more than one impoundment in the
process of managing industrial wastewaters. Approximately two-thirds of al facilities have more
than one impoundment onsite; roughly 5 percent have more than 10 impoundments onsite. In
such cases, afacility may have one aerated impoundment in conjunction with an impoundment
for sedimentation purposes or some other purpose. Information on the sequencing of
impoundments in multistage treatment processes at these facilities was not analyzed in this
report. However, any time wastewater containing V OCs experiences turbulence (aswhen it is
pumped from one unit to another), flows through a channel from one unit to another, or at any
discharge pointsin the process, rel eases to the atmosphere are likely (Metcalf and Eddy, 1991).
Therefore, the roughly 5,300 impoundments that contain volatiles but are not performing aeration
may still produce air emissions.
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2.3.2 Factors Related to Transport of Chemicals in Groundwater

Moderate release of chemicalsto the subsurface is a design feature of many zero
discharge impoundments, which make up just under 10 percent of the population of
impoundments addressed in this study. However, releases of chemicals at high enough
concentrations can, over time, result in contamination of drinking water supplies or of fishable
waterbodies, and thus potential risk to humans. Many factors influence the release and migration
of chemicalsin groundwater. This section examines depth to groundwater and presence of an
impoundment liner for the population of impoundments addressed in this report. In addition,
EPA also addresses the discharge of groundwater to surface water, overtopping events, and the
data on monitoring wells used to detect releases to groundwater.

2.3.2.1 Depth to Groundwater. The distribution of the depths to groundwater relative to
the bottom of the impoundment is shown in Figure 2-9. Approximately 75 percent of
impoundments are located in areas where groundwater depth is within 4 meters of the bottom of
the impoundment, and almost 90 percent of impoundment bottoms are within 8 meters of
groundwater. There are no notable differencesin depth to groundwater for the direct and zero
discharge subpopulations.

Given that over 90 percent of impoundments in the population are direct dischargers and
are located near surface waterbodies, it is not surprising to find that the impoundments are
located over relatively shallow groundwater. In fact, as Figure 2-9 shows, almost 20 percent of
impoundments have impoundment bottoms that are below the groundwater surface. Given their
proximity to surface water, many of these groundwater levels are likely to fluctuate seasonally or
with significant precipitation events.

Although the presence of generally shallow groundwater conditionsis significant in terms
of the potential for groundwater transport of chemical from impoundments, not al shallow
groundwater is potable; thus, it isless significant in terms of risk to humans. Approximately
one-third of these groundwaters are not potable according to the survey respondents reporting
potability status.

2.3.2.2 Presenceof Liner. Useof linersisan important method of preventing releases
from impoundments to the subsurface. The survey defined the term “liner” as

acontinuous layer of natural or man-made materials, emplaced benesath and/or on
the sides of a surface impoundment, that restricts the downward and/or |ateral
release of waste, waste constituents, or leachate from the surface impoundment.
The liner does not include naturally occurring materials (such as a naturally
occurring clay layer) that, athough effective in controlling the release of |eachate
from the surface impoundment, were not emplaced intentionally for that purpose.

EPA collected data on the presence of liners at impoundments, as well as the age and type
of liner and whether liner failure had occurred. Figure 2-10 displays information on liner usage
by impoundment, impoundment size, and wastewater volume. EPA estimates that approximately
5,000 impoundments, or approximately 40 percent of the population, are lined. However, just
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Figure2-10. Number of impoundments and wastewater volumes by liner
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Total wastewater quantity (from lined and unlined impoundments) is presented
above each bar
(A%/B%) = percent of wastewater managed in lined impoundments (A)/percent
managed in unlined impoundments (B)

Size of Impoundment All
(hectares) 0-1/4 1/4-1 1-5 5-10 10-486 Impoundments
Number of

Impoundments 6,013 2,953 1,989 456 452 11,863
Number of Lined

Impoundments 2,043 1,878 796 99 139 4,955
Number of Unlined

Impoundments 3,970 1,075 1,193 356 314 6,908
Depth to Groundwater

(m): median (lowest,

highest) 1.1(-3.8, 64)|1.2 (-6.1, 44)|2.9 (-8.2, 122)| 2.9 (-8, 27) | 1.2 (-4.6, 41) | 1.5(-8.2, 122)

status.
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under 25 percent of wastewater volumes are managed in lined units. This differencein the
percentage of lined impoundments and the percentage of wastewater quantities managed in lined
impoundments is attributable to the fact that larger units are lined less frequently. Just over 40
percent of impoundments under 1 hectare are lined, and 25 percent of those over 5 hectares are
lined. One-third of those impoundments with liners were from the chemical and allied products
industry sector.

There are a number of possible reasons why liners are used more frequently at smaller
units. Obviougdly, it is more economical and practical to line asmaller unit than to line alarger
unit. Additionally, many of the larger impoundments are likely older and were built to provide
access to large water supplies that were critical to the manufacturing process at these facilities.
They were, therefore, probably constructed in areas that would effectively contain water naturally
rather than built to rely on more modern liner technologies.

As engineered structures, liners are susceptible to design and operating flaws and to
routine wear and tear that can eventually reduce their ability to restrict flow. However, liner
failure can occur in just one layer of the liner at impoundments with multiliner systems or occur
in aplacein the liner that is above the water surface, which would not necessarily result in a
release to groundwater. In addition, liner failure can occur in the freeboard area or next to
conveyances, making detection and repair relatively simple. EPA estimates that approximately
12 percent of the impoundments with liners experienced liner failure. Roughly 10 percent of all
wastewater volumes are managed in impoundments that have had aliner failure.

The effectiveness of aliner system depends in part on the type of liner installed. The data
on liner types are shown in Table 2-10. Almost 80 percent of the lined units have clay, flexible
membrane, or composite (flexible membrane and clay) liners. Forty-four percent of the units
lined have flexible membrane or composite liners, which are generally more effective than
aternative liner types. Asphalt wasthe least common liner type, employed at less than 1 percent
of lined impoundments.

2.3.2.3 Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water. Transport of chemicals from surface
impoundments to fishable waterbodies can occur through discharge of groundwater to surface
water. In cases where there is adirect hydrogeologica connection between groundwater and
surface water, contaminant transport in groundwater can impact fishable waterbodies.

Survey data suggest that roughly 80 percent of al impoundments are above groundwater
systems that discharge to surface water. In addition, approximately 95 percent of impoundments
with a surface area over 5 hectares are above groundwater that discharges to surface water.
These larger impoundments constitute only 10 percent of the total impoundment population. In
addition, the size of these larger impoundments may allow for greater dilution of chemicals than
in smaller impoundments. However, given that only 40 percent of all impoundments are lined,
and that these larger impoundments are less likely to be lined than the smaller ones, they may
present a greater potential, at the impoundment level, for contamination of adjacent fishable
waterbodies.
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Table 2-10. Number and Per centage of Impoundments by Liner Status

Number of Per centage of
Liner Status I mpoundments Impoundments
Compacted clay 1,680 14
Flexible membrane (FML) 1,584 13
Composite (FML and clay) 536
Concrete 629 5
Asphalt 55 <1
Other 363 3
Unlined? 7,017 59
Total 11,863 100

& This estimate differs from the estimate of outlined impoundments shown in

Table 2-12. Thisis due to missing data associated with thisvariable. Refer to
Appendix A on missing data and Appendix B for the standard error associated
with this variable.

2.3.2.4 Overtopping Events. Overtopping of impoundments can result in contamination
of adjacent surface waterbodies through overland transport of wastewaters. EPA estimates that
one-quarter of all facilities had an overtopping event, which occurs where there is significant
precipitation, or dike or berm failure. An estimated 20 percent of the population of
impoundments have fishable waterbodies within 150 meters of the impoundment. And
approximately 20 percent of impoundments with fishable waterbodies within 150 meters
experienced an overtopping event. EPA did not analyze data on the magnitude of these
overtopping events due to concerns with their reliability. Therefore, the potential for impacts to
nearby aquatic systems from overtopping is unknown.

2.3.2.5 Monitoring Wells. Monitoring wells are installed to detect releases of chemicals
from impoundments to groundwater. One-third of the population of impoundments and roughly
the same percentage of facilities reported the presence of a monitoring well intended to detect
releases. Of these impoundments, 5 percent (189 units) detected a release of chemicalsto
groundwater, as shown in Table 2-11.

Almost 50 percent of the impoundments with monitoring wells are solid waste
management units (SWMUSs) at RCRA treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) facilities (see
Section 2.5 for information on SWMUSs). However, only one-third of the total population of
impoundments are SWMUs at RCRA TSDs. Thisincreased attention to potential releases,
evidenced by the greater use of monitoring wells at these SWMUSs, is not surprising given the
RCRA corrective action program’ s oversight at these facilities.
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Table2-11. Monitoring Well/Detection of Releases by Discharger Type

Monitoring Well Present No Monitoring
_ Well to Detect
Did Not Total Release All Impoundments
Detected Detect

Discharger Type Release Release Number % Number % Number %
Direct dischargers 189 3,257 3,446 31 7,541 69 10,987 100
Zero dischargers 0 411 411 47 465 53 876 100
All impoundments 189 3,668 3,856 33 8,007 67 11,863 100

2.4  Proximity of Humansto Surface | mpoundments

In this section, EPA examines the potential for human exposure to the chemicals
managed in impoundments. First, the general proximity of humans and human activities to
surface impoundmentsis addressed. Then, EPA focuses on the proximity of humans to potential
exposure points for air, groundwater, and surface water.

The industrial facilities that employ surface impoundments to manage nonhazardous
wastewater are located throughout the United States in awide array of settings. Some facilities
are located in rural areas adjacent to agricultural land use, while other facilities arein heavily
populated residential areas or are part of a concentration of industrial activity (see Figures 2-3
and 2-4).

Within this diversity of settings, the potential for human exposure to chemicals managed
in these impoundments does exist. EPA estimates that roughly 20 million people (approximately
10 million residences) are located within 2 kilometers of an impoundment (see Table 2-12). Of
this population, roughly 50,000 people live within 150 meters of an impoundment. Additionaly,
an estimated 540 schools are located within 500 meters of an impoundment.

Another indicator of potential exposure isthe human activity that occurs near these
facilities. EPA’s data suggest that farming occurs within 2 km of an impoundment at
approximately 40 percent of al facilities. Roughly half of all facilities have fishing within 2 km
of an impoundment, and two-thirds of all facilities identified swimming as occurring within 2 km
of an impoundment. Hunting is estimated to occur within 2 km of an impoundment at
approximately onein five facilities. Each of these activities represents a means by which an
exposure pathway could be completed (e.g., indirect exposure through ingestion of produce
grown at farms with significant air deposition of chemicals from an adjacent impoundment).

This overview of humans and human activities near surface impoundments suggests that
exposure is possible, given the potential for release of contaminantsto air, groundwater, or
surface water. Section 2.3 of this report discusses several factors related to the possibility of
such environmental transport of chemicals from wastewater. In this section, these transport
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Table 2-12. Proximity of Surface lmpoundmentsto People, Residences,
Drinking Water Wells, and Schools

Distance from People Living Residences Drinking Water  Schoolswithin
Impoundment within a within a Wellswithin a aGiven
(m) Given Distance Given Distance Given Distance Distance
0-150m 51,579 21,227 888 0
151-500 m 663,380 285,411 13,728 541
501 -1,000 m 3,284,378 1,341,834 56,146 2,390
1,001 - 2,000 m 14,414,175 5,898,810 204,984 8,990

GW= Groundwater.

factors are linked with the human proximity data to provide a closer look at the potential for
exposure.

2.4.1 Proximity of Humans to Surface Impoundments by Pathway

EPA has generally observed a significant decline in the concentration of airborne
chemicalsin a plume as the distance from the source increases. Therefore, in assessing potential
exposure to chemicals through the air pathway, EPA examined the proximity of humans within a
150-meter radius of surface impoundments that manage VOCs. EPA estimates that just under
10 percent of all impoundments manage VOCs and have residences within a 150-meter radius
(see Table 2-13). Roughly half of these impoundments manage VOCs through aeration.

Asdiscussed in Section 2.3.2 of this chapter, movement of a contaminant plumein
groundwater is influenced by a host of factors. These factors must be assessed at the facility
level for an accurate determination of the potential for human exposure through groundwater.
For the purposes of this chapter, EPA examined the proximity of wells and of fishable
waterbodies to impoundments in order to provide an overall picture of the potential for human
exposure through groundwater. Approximately 10 percent of all facilities (or 6 percent of all
impoundments) are estimated to have a drinking water well within 150 m of an impoundment
(see Table 2-14). Fifteen percent of those impoundments (approximately 100) are lined
impoundments. At a 2,000-meter radius from the impoundment, the proportion of
impoundments with wells jumps to 50 percent (approximately 6,000 out of 11,900), 45 percent
(approximately 2,700) of which are lined units.

EPA considered the potential for surface water contamination through groundwater at a
150-meter radius also. Asdiscussed in Section 2.3.2, just over 80 percent of all impoundments
are located above groundwater systems that discharge to afishable waterbody. Furthermore,
approximately 20 percent of al impoundments have a fishable waterbody within a 150-meter
radius.
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Table2-13. Proximity of Residencesto mpoundments Based on Presence of VOCs
and Aeration Status

Proximity of Nearest Residencesto
Surface Impoundments

(m)

0- 151- 1,001- No Residences
VOC/Aeration Statusof Impoundments® 150 1,000 2,000 within 2,000 Total

No VOCsin wastewater

Number of impoundments 3439 2173 236 101 5,947

Percent of total wastewater quantity 14% 8% 3% <1% 25%
V OCs present in wastewater/no aeration

Number of impoundments 458 4,123 338 44 4,963

Percent of total wastewater quantity 8 24% 1% <1% 33%
V OCs present in wastewater/aeration

Number of impoundments 406 433 96 18 953

Percent of total wastewater quantity 8%  29% 3% 2% 41%
Total

Number of impoundments 4,303 6,729 670 162 11,863

Percent of total wastewater quantity 30%  60% 8% 2%  100%

2 The estimates of the number of impoundments and the percent of total wastewater quantity shown in this
table do not agree with those shown in Table 2-9. Thisis due to the missing data associated with these
variables. Please refer to Appendix A for adiscussion of how missing data were handled, and Appendix B
for information on the standard error associated with these variables.

EPA believes that the data discussed above on the proximity of humans to impoundments
with respect to the air, groundwater, and surface water pathways suggest that the potential exists
for human exposure to chemicals from these impoundments. The risk assessment work
discussed in Chapter 3 of this report evaluates this potential for human exposure.

2.5 Regulatory, Exemption/Exclusion, and Operating Status of Surface | mpoundments

The 4,500 facilities examined in this study operate within an overall regulatory context.
This context may include permits requiring regular onsite activities, such as periodic sampling of
wastewater or routine contacts with regulators, or operational conditions calling for occasional
adjustments to treatment processes or monitoring of various aspects of facility operations and
monthly flow rates. At any given facility, this regulatory context is made up of federa, state, or
local regulations. For example, survey data show that approximately 80 percent of all
impoundments are under some level of regulatory oversight, either by virtue of a state or local
permit or asan SWMU at aRCRA TSD. Similarly, thisregulatory context may include
exemptions or exclusions from such regulations. Survey data show that roughly 15 percent of
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Table 2-14. Proximity of Nearest Wellsto Impoundments Based on Liner Status

Proximity of Nearest Wellsto Surface | mpoundments

(m)
No Well
within
Liner Statusof Impoundments 0-150 151-500 501-2,000 2,000 Total
Lined impoundments—no liner failures
Number of impoundments 54 541 1,661 1,809 4,065
Percent of total wastewater quantity 2% 5% 8% 4% 18%
Lined impoundments—with liner failures
Number of impoundments 40 95 311 38 484
Percent of total wastewater quantity <1% <1% 5% <1% 6%
Unlined impoundments®
Number of impoundments 569 546 2,173 4,026 7,314
Percent of total wastewater quantity 6% 25% 28% 17 % 75%
Total
Number of impoundments 663 1,182 4,145 5,873 11,863
Percent of total wastewater quantity 8% 30% 41% 21% 100%

2 The estimates of the number of unlined impoundments shown in this table do not agree with the number shown
in Table 2-10. Thisisdue to the missing data associated with these variables. Refer to Appendix A for a
discussion of how missing data were handled, and Appendix B for information on the standard error associated
with this variable.

Impoundments are used to manage wastewaters that are excluded or exempt from RCRA
regulations.

EPA collected data on the state, local, and federal regulations that apply at these facilities.
Additionally, any exemptions or exclusions that apply at the facility were identified. The survey
also requested information on the operating status of the impoundments at the facility. This
section presents the main findings from these data.

EPA first examined the data on whether impoundments had a state or local permit for any
wastewater or sludge management, groundwater protection activities, and/or air emissions
associated with the particular impoundment. Asshown in Table 2-15, there are an estimated
3,600 facilities, or 80 percent of all facilities, with at |east one impoundment that is under a state
or local permit. These 3,600 facilities represent over 95 percent of the wastewater quantities
managed in impoundments and are amost entirely NPDES permits for direct discharge to a
surface waterbody. Of the facilities that identified permits, 25 percent were chemical and alied
product facilities and roughly 15 percent were stone, clay, glass, and concrete product facilities.

2-30



March 26, 2001 Chapter 2

The paper and allied product sector and the whol esal e trade-nondurable goods sector each
accounted for just under 15 percent of these facilities.

Some impoundments examined in this study are solid waste management units at a
RCRA TSD facility and are, therefore, subject to federal requirements for remediation of
environmental contamination at the facility (40 CFR 264.101). Approximately one-quarter of all
facilities (one-third of al impoundments) are RCRA TSD facilities with SWMUSs onsite that
have been through a RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA), as shown in Table 2-15.8 Of those
impoundments in this group, two-thirds are chemical and allied product impoundments and one-
guarter are petroleum and coal product impoundments.

EPA gathered information on the management of exempt/excluded wastewatersin
impoundments. As shown in Table 2-15, approximately 15 percent (1,700 impoundments) of the
population manage some exempted or excluded wastewaters. Of those impoundmentsin this
group, roughly 35 percent are paper and alied product impoundments, 35 percent are chemical
and allied product impoundments, and 20 percent are petroleum and coal product impoundments.
These wastewaters are identified as being exempt or excluded from RCRA Subtitle C regulation
under a number of possible exemption/exclusion categories. This volume, approximately
98,800,000 metric tons, represents 15 percent of the total wastewater quantity managed in
impoundments. As shown in Table 2-16, the exclusions and exemptions cited include those for
point source discharges (40 CFR 261.4(a)(2)), mixtures of solid waste and characteristic-only
hazardous waste (40 CFR 261.3(a)(2)(iii)), Bevill wastes (40 CFR 261.4(b)(7) and
3001(b)(3)(A)(ii)), coal and fossil fuel combustion wastes (40 CFR 261.4(b)(4) and
3001(b)(3)(A)(i)), and mixtures of solid waste and hazardous waste discharging to Clean Water
Act systems (40 CFR 261.3(a)(2)(iv)). For more details on these exclusions and exemptions,
please see Appendix A, which contains the survey appendix with the definitions that were
provided to survey respondents. Also see Appendix B, which provides a more detailed
breakdown of the exempt/excluded wastewaters.

EPA collected data on the operating status of the impoundments in the study. Most
impoundments were built more than 20 years ago (see Figure 2-1). Nearly 40 percent of the
impoundments operating in the 1990s were constructed in the 1970s and were presumably built
in response to environmental programs seeking improved wastewater trestment. The
impoundments that were in operation before 1970, approximately one-quarter of the population,
were likely employed in some aspect of water supply management associated with the industrial
processes at these facilities.

Eventually, impoundments stopped being used for waste management and were closed,
with varying degrees of waste removal. Asshown in Table 2-15, EPA estimates that, during the
1990s, 16 percent of the industrial impoundments permanently stopped receiving waste. This
closure rate isin sharp contrast to the previous decade when a significant percentage of

8 Duri ng an RFA, an overseeing agency typically compiles existing information on environmental
conditions at a given facility and, as necessary, gathers additional facility-specific information on solid waste
management units and other areas of concern, releases, potential releases, release pathways, and receptors.
Information gathered during an RFA usually forms the basis for initiating full-scal e site characterization.
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Table 2-15. Regulatory, Exempt/Excluded, and Operating Status of Impoundments

@ ©)

(D) Manage Ceased (4 (6)
SWMU Excluded/ Receiving  Areunder 5) M eet
RCRA Exempt  Wastesince State/Local Meet All  None

Assessment Wastewater Junel, 1990 Regulations  (1-4) (1-9)

Percent of impoundments

(out of 11,863) 33 15 16 86 0.9 5

Percent of facilities with at least
one unit in category 25 14 22 8l 0 7
(out of 4,457)

Percent of total wastewater
guantity managed at
impoundments

(out of 653,796,340 metric tons)?

2 The estimate of the wastewater quantity for the total population differs from the estimates shown in Tables 2-1
and 2-2. Thisisdue to missing data associated with thisvariable. Refer to Appendix A on missing data and
Appendix B for the standard error associated with this variable.

14 15 4 97 0.5 2

Table 2-16. Breakdown of Exempt/Excluded Wastewaters

Estimated Volume
(and Percentage)

Exemption/Exclusion Category of Wastewater
Other (not on specific list of exclusions/exemptions) 40,444,366  (41%)
Mixtures of solid waste and characteristic hazardous waste listed solely 16,731,865 (17%)
because it exhibits a characteristic
Point source discharges 13,366,523 (14%)
Bevill wastes 12,537,291 (13%)
Coal and fossil fuel combustion wastes 7,836,906 (8%)
Mixtures of solid waste and hazardous waste discharging to CWA system
Lab wastes mixed with solid waste 1,852,033 (2%)
De minimis quantities of commercial chemical products mixed with 1,175,821 (1%)
solid waste
Heat exchanger bundle cleaning sludge from petroleum refining 105,767 (0.1%)
industry and solvent waste mixtures
Domestic sewage and mixtures of domestic sewage 1,606,185 (2%)
Reclaimed pul ping liquor 2,016,833 (2%)
Wastes excluded from definition of solid waste 1,000,407 (1%)
Total Volume of Exempt/Excluded Wastewaters 98,768,548 (100%)

2-32



March 26, 2001 Chapter 2

hazardous waste impoundments were closed and replaced with tanks. One-quarter of the
impoundments that ceased receiving wastes are from the wholesal e trade-nondurabl e goods
industry sector. Roughly 35 percent of these impoundments were between 15 and 20 years old
and 20 percent were between 35 and 55 years old. These impoundments were predominantly
smaller units and account for under 5 percent of the total wastewater quantity.

The data examined above provide a picture of the regulatory and operating status of the
population of facilities addressed in this study. As Table 2-15 shows, only 7 percent of the
population of facilities fall under none of the regulatory/operating status categories.

Furthermore, based on analyses not shown in the table, ailmost half of the impoundmentsin the
overall population either ceased receiving waste during the 1990s or are at aRCRA TSD facility
and are therefore subject to facility-wide corrective action remedial requirements to address
potential releases. In addition, approximately 80 percent of al impoundments are under some
level of regulatory oversight, either by virtue of a state or local permit or asan SWMU at a
RCRA TSD. These facts, to some degree, mitigate the concerns stated in Section 2.4 concerning
the potential for human exposure to chemicals from impoundments. Chapter 4 of this report,
which investigates the potential gaps that exist in the regulation of surface impoundments, covers
these issues in much greater detail.

2.6 Conclusions

Surface impoundments continue to be a prominent feature in the industrial landscape. The
overall picture of the U.S. industrial surface impoundment population shows approximately
18,000 impoundments operating in the 1990s; an estimated 11,900 contain at |east one or more
of the chemical constituents of concern for this study or have high or low pH. The geographic
distribution of these impoundments reflects areas with generally higher precipitation levels; that
is, they tend to be located in the areas east of the Mississippi River, mainly in Gulf Coast states
and along the East Coast. Fewer appear to be located in the more arid states west of the
Mississippi. Approximately 90 percent of impoundments are direct dischargers and 10 percent
are zero dischargers.

These impoundments serve avariety of beneficial uses. Many facilities employ
impoundments to perform necessary wastewater treatment prior to discharge into surface waters.
In other cases, industrial facilities may need to control wastewater flows and use impoundments
for storing excess wastewater. In still other cases, facilities use impoundments to manage excess
wastewaters through evaporation or seepage into the subsurface.

Industrial impoundments vary greatly in size and physical characteristics. Just under 50
percent of impoundments are 1/4 hectare or smaller in size, and, aimost 10 percent of the
population of impoundments are over 5 hectaresin size. These larger impoundments form the
bulk of the total national industrial impoundment capacity. Approximately 75 percent of the total
wastewater quantity managed exists at only 10 percent of the impoundments. Additionaly,
about one-third of the facilities that fall into the study population have only one nonhazardous
impoundment onsite. Just under 5 percent of facilities have over 10 impoundments for
nonhazardous industrial waste management.
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The paper and allied products sector accounts for two-thirds of the entire volume of
wastewater managed in these impoundments, although representing only 6 percent of the
facilitiesin the population. Over 50 percent of the facilities in the population fall into four
industrial sectors: chemical and allied products; stone, clay, glass, and concrete products,
wholesal e trade-nondurabl e goods; and primary metalsindustry. Almost onein four
impoundmentsis located at a chemical and allied products facility.

Although only 15 percent of all facilities manage any decharacterized wastes, the
impoundments with decharacterized wastes account for 70 percent of the total industrial
wastewater quantity. Approximately 85 percent of impoundments have metals present in the
wastewater, and roughly half have volatile organic chemicals present. Approximately half of al
facilities use impoundments to manage between one and five chemicals of concern.

Most impoundments were built more than 20 years ago. Nearly 40 percent of the
impoundments operating in the 1990s were constructed in the 1970s; presumably in response to
environmental programs seeking improved wastewater treatment. Approximately 25 percent of
impoundments were in operation before 1970, suggesting that water supply was a critical
component of their process.

Impoundments, consistent with their intended purpose, are frequently found in vulnerable
environmental settings or use management techniques that increase the potential for chemical
releases to the environment. For example, although aeration can have certain benefits, it also
increases the potential for airborne contaminant migration. Furthermore, most impoundments
are located above shallow groundwater that is located within afew meters of the impoundment
bottom, and more than half of the impoundments do not have aliner system to retain the wastes
inside the impoundment. Four-fifths of industrial impoundments are located above groundwater
that discharges to afishable waterbody, and approximately one out of five impoundmentsis
within 150 meters of afishable waterbody. Approximately 20 percent of impoundments with
fishable waterbodies within 150 meters had overtopping events.

Regarding the potential for human exposure to constituents of concern, EPA estimates
that roughly 20 million people live within 2 kilometers of an industrial impoundment that
operated during the 1990s. Approximately one-tenth of the facilities have drinking water wells
within 150 meters of at least one of their impoundments. Further, approximately 75 percent of
all wastewaters contain volatile organic chemical constituents, which to varying degrees will
escape from the impoundments as air emissions (depending on physical properties of the specific
constituent and on meteorological conditions). Roughly one-third of impoundments have
residences within 150 meters of the impoundment.

Eventually, impoundments cease receiving waste and are closed with varying degrees of
waste removal. During the 1990s, EPA estimates that about 15 percent of the industrial
impoundments permanently stopped receiving waste. Thisisin sharp contrast to the previous
decade when the mgjority of hazardous waste impoundments were converted to tanks.
Furthermore, EPA estimates that more than three-quarters of industrial impoundments are
located at a RCRA permitted interim status facility and, as aresult, are within RCRA jurisdiction
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for corrective action as solid waste management units or operate under a state or local permit
such as awastewater discharge permit.

The figures presented above on the chemicals managed in impoundments, the potential
for transport of chemicals in environmental media, and the proximity of residences to
impoundments provide an overall picture of the surface impoundment universe. Impoundments
are used to manage a host of chemicals of concern. The conditions that exist at these units allow
for the possibility of chemical transport from wastewaters. These conditions include the
presence of VOCsin aerated impoundments and the absence of liners at units that are located
above relatively shallow groundwater. In many cases, there are residences near these units,
allowing for the potential of residents’ exposure to chemicals. Given these facts, EPA performed
an assessment of the risks posed by the population of impoundments. The results of thisrisk
assessment are presented in Chapter 3.

2.7 Reference

Metcalf and Eddy, Inc. 1991. Wastewater Engineering Treatment, Disposal, and Reuse. Third
Edition. Revised by G. Tchobanoglous and F. L. Burton. McGraw-Hill, Inc.
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Chapter 3

Human and Ecological Risk Analysis

3.0 Summary of Chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methodology and provide the results for the
screening and assessment of potential risks to human and ecological receptors that may be
attributable to surface impoundments managing industrial wastewaters. The methodology and
results are summarized for each major pathway assessed, as outlined below. Additional detail on
thisanalysisis provided in Appendix C.

3.1 Introduction and Overview

3.2  Direct Pathways: Inhaation and Groundwater Ingestion
3.3  Indirect Pathways. Groundwater to Surface Water

3.4  Other Indirect Pathways

3.5 Ecological Risk Screening

3.6  Conclusions

3.1 I ntroduction and Overview

EPA has conducted the risk analysis for surface impoundments in severa stages, with the
basic objectives of screening all the reported surface impoundments and chemicals, ranking those
that warrant additional analysis, and developing risk estimates for chemicals and surface
impoundments that may be of higher concern due to concentrations and environmental settings.
Throughout this process, the findings reported in the November 1999 survey have been used to
identify factors that may contribute to environmental releases or potential chronic risks posed by
surface impoundments.

3.1.1 Overview of Methodology

3.1.1.1 Tiered Approach to Risk Assessment Methodology. This analysis has been
conducted according to the technical plan submitted for peer review in February 2000, with
several additional refinements to the risk screening, ranking, and modeling steps. In general, EPA
used a sequential approach to rank facilities to progress through each step of the analysis:

1 Preliminary Screen: Conduct direct exposure pathway screenings of all the
survey facilities using health-based and ecological screening factors based on
precautionary exposure assumptions.

2. Release Assessment: Conduct screening-level modeling for direct pathways
using health-based screening factors.
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3. Risk Modeling: Conduct site-based modeling to further refine theinitial risk
estimates according to the environmental setting described in the survey data.

In essence, the methodology was designed to progress from a very precautionary
exposure/risk analysis for al facilities to amore redlistic, site-based assessment that takes full
advantage of survey and site-specific information on facilitiesin the final stages of analysis. For
each mgjor exposure pathway, EPA used the most appropriate approaches available to screen and
rank facilities, impoundments, and constituents for further analysis.

EPA used severa different measures of chronic risk and hazard in the risk assessment.
Cancer risks were expressed asindividua lifetime excess probability of cancer; athreshold of 1
in 100,000 was used as the criteriafor determining whether a constituent posed arisk of concern.
The hazard associated with exposure to noncancer constituents was measured using a hazard
quotient (HQ). The HQ istheratio of the estimated exposure concentration to an EPA reference
dose (RfD) for ingestion or reference concentration (RfC) for inhalation. RfDs and RfCs are
threshold measures of hazard that are set at alevel that EPA has estimated will not result in
adverse effectsin humans. The human health threats associated with surface water
contamination were evaluated using ratios of estimated surface water concentrations to ambient
water quality criteriafor human heath (HH-AWQC).

Thefinal risk results for the statistically representative sample were extrapolated to
generate national estimates of the number and proportion of facilities and impoundments with
potential risks. Throughout this chapter facility proportions are expressed as a percentage of the
estimated 4,500 facilities, and surface impoundment proportions are expressed as a percentage of
the estimated 11,900 in-scope surface impoundments.

3.1.1.2 Relevant Exposure Pathways. EPA structured itsrisk analysis methodology to
identify potential risks posed to people by direct pathways and indirect pathways and to
ecological receptors. A pathway is the route a chemical takes from the impoundment to the
person or to ecological receptors after release of a chemical from a surface impoundment.

As suggested in Figure 3-1, chemicals may be released from an impoundment by
volatilizing from the wastewater into the air, by leaching through the bottom of the impoundment
into groundwater, or by erosion/runoff of contaminated sludge particles from an impoundment
that has closed.! Once released into the environment, chemicals may pose direct exposures,
migrate through the groundwater to reach the surface water, or be deposited onto the soil in areas
that are close to the facility. Plants and animals that are exposed to these media may accumulate
chemicalsin their tissues, and human and ecological exposures may occur through the food
chain.

People may be exposed to chemicals by many pathways. In direct pathways, the person
Is exposed to the medium, such as air or groundwater, to which the chemical wasreleased. In

! Chemicals may also be released through direct discharge to surface water (currently regulated under the
Clean Water Act) or through overtopping events. However, these rel eases were not evaluated in this analysis.
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indirect pathways, the person is exposed to a different medium than the one to which the
chemical wasreleased. For example, chemicals may be released into the groundwater aquifer
and transported to an adjacent surface waterbody by subsurface transport. If the chemical is
bioaccumul ative, people who eat fish from that waterbody may be exposed to contaminantsin
their diet.

This study develops quantitative risk estimates for the direct pathways of air inhalation
and groundwater ingestion and the indirect pathway of groundwater to surface water. In addition,
a screening was conducted of other indirect pathways, such as air deposition or erosion and
transport of chemicals across soil, to provide insight into the potential for food chain risks
attributable to these types of exposures. The direct discharge of chemicals to surface watersis
not considered because this pathway is aready regulated by EPA. This study also includes a
screening-level assessment of potential ecological risks.

The following sections summarize the methodol ogy and present the risk results for each
of the pathways in the human health risk analysis and for the ecological risk screening.
For each area of analysis, the screening and ranking stages were based on clear science decision
rules related to threshold concentrations of potential concern and the likelihood of exposures.
The modeling stages used peer-reviewed modeling tools available for use by the Agency.
Appendix C provides a detailed discussion of the methodol ogies used, including alisting of
health-based screening factors, ecological screening factors, and relevant data sources. In
addition, Appendix C presents the full analytical results of the assessment.

3.1.2 Overview of Results

Tables 3-1 and 3-2 present the overall results for each of the pathways in the human
health risk analysis and for the screening analyses of indirect pathways and potential ecological
risks. Sections 3.2 through 3.5 provide more detailed results and discussion for each analysis and
pathway. The complete results of the risk analysis are provided in Appendix C. The resultsfor
each analytic question are given as the number or percent of facilities or impoundments having
the attribute in question. These numbers and percents are weighted national estimates derived
from the risk results for the sample population.

Theresultsfor the risk analysis are presented in two distinct sets depending on the nature
of the information provided in the surveys on chemical concentrations. Chemical concentration
data were central to EPA’s risk screening and risk analysis of surface impoundments. EPA
provided considerable flexibility to survey respondents in submitting concentration data for use
in this study. This affects the certainty of the results. Some respondents provided analytical
reports; some used professional judgment to identify chemicals likely to be present; some
estimated concentrations based on averaged sampling events or other methods; some reported
chemicals to be present but did not report a concentration value; and some indicated that
concentrations were below detection limits. Survey respondents used many different reporting
conventions for detection limits. Sometimes chemicals were reported with very high detection
limits, possibly because of analytical interferences. In other cases constituents were reported
with very low detection limits. In still other cases facilities that did not expect certain chemicals
to be present would report higher detection limits, possibly not wanting to exert the additional
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Table 3-1. Overview of Modeling-L evel Results

Facilities Facilities
That Have That May Number s of Chemicalsand
Environmental Exceed Risk Impoundments That M ay Exceed
Releases* © Criterion® ¢ Risk Criterion
Pathway Route RV S/DL RV S/DL Chemicals I mpoundments
Groundwater  Ingestion 641 846 27 23 15 chemicals: 126 impoundments:
(14%) (19%) (0.6%) (0.5%) 1inorganic 114 dechar waste
2 metas 12 never char waste
3SV0OCs
9VOCs
Air Inhalation 173 165 171 55 11 chemicals: 236 impoundments:;
(4%) (4%) (4%) (1%) 1 dioxin-like 85 dechar waste
5SVOCs 151 never char
5V0OCs waste
Groundwater  Ingestion 790 1,079 44 31 35 chemicals: 142 impoundments:
to surface (18%) (24%) (1%) (0.7%) 1ldioxin-like 100 dechar waste
water 3 metas 42 never char waste
24 SV0OCs
7VOCs
RV = Reported values.
S/DL = Surrogate values/detection limits.

2 An impoundment was determined to have an environmental release when there was evidence that contaminants
had the potential to migrate from the impoundment into the media of concern at concentrations above health-
based levels. The specific definitions vary by media.

b A facility was determined to exceed arisk criterion if individual constituents had concentrations in excess of
10 for cancer, an HQ greater than 1 for noncancer effects, or concentrations in excess of the ambient water
quality criteriain the case of surface water. EPA also summed risk across constituents where appropriate to
identify any cases where, even though a particular constituent might not exceed arisk criterion, al of the
constituents together might exceed arisk level.

¢ Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

analytical effort that would be needed to establish amuch lower detection limit. EPA observed
several cases where facilities reported arather high limit of detection when, in fact, the chemicals
arevery unlikely in a particular industrial sector and are probably not present at levels anywhere
near the detection limit. When chemicals were reported to be present but the quantity was
unknown or when chemicals were reported as being below a detection limit but the respondent
did not provide the detection limit, EPA inferred avalue for use in the risk analysis as described
in Appendix B. When avalue was reported to be less than a detection limit and that detection
limit was provided, EPA used the reported detection limit in the analysis.

EPA ismost confident in those data where repondents reported a value above a limit of
detection and far less confident in other values, such as values |ess than detection limits. EPA
took great care to present the results separately based on concentrations actually reported in the

surveys because: (1) these values are based on survey respondents’ knowledge or estimates of
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Table 3-2. Overview of Screening-L evel Results

Number of Chemicalsand
Impoundments That Have a Potential

Facilities Facilities
That Are That Are Concern
of Lower of Potential
Pathway Route Concern® Concern® Chemicals Impoundments
Indirect Ingestion 2,620 285 37 chemicals:  NAP
(59%) (6%) 8 dioxin-like
1 mercury
2 metals
26 SVOCs
Ecological  Ingestion 2,359 1,310 34 chemicals: 2,355 impoundments:
(53%) (29%) 1 dioxin-like 675 dechar waste
1 mercury 1,680 never char waste
14 metals
7 SVOCs
11 VOCs

2 Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).
® Not applicable; the indirect pathway analysis evaluates potential exposures for the entire facility.

chemical concentrations and (2) EPA considers these data to have a reasonable degree of
certainty. The results based on concentrations that EPA inferred or on detection limits are
presented separately, because the Agency believes that these span a greater range of potential
uncertainty. These results, nonetheless, may provide an indication of the range of possible
environmental releases or exposures for the significant number of surface impoundments for
which we lack concentration data.? Where concentrations are reported below detection limits,
the use of detection limits for risk screening served two purposes: to screen out cases of no
concern, and to identify cases where, even at detection limits, there could be exposures of
concern depending on environmental settings and management conditions. Some survey
respondents who provided a response in the context of detection limits may have intended their
responses to represent negligible concentrations or may have intended to convey that the
chemical is not present. In these cases, the corresponding risks may be negligible and the risk
estimates based on detection limits would clearly be overestimates of potential risk. In summary,
the results based on surrogate data and detection limits span arange from negligible risk and no
environmental releases of concern to potential risk exceedances and environmental rel eases.
These are all accompanied by a greater level of uncertainty than results based on reported
concentrations.

2 EPA's field sampling provides additional insights concerning the concentration data reported in the
surveys. While generally confirming the range of reported concentration values, the field sampling identified many
cases where chemicals were not reported and other cases where chemicals were reported that EPA did not detect in
its sampling. This suggests that some facility operators do not have full knowledge of the chemicals contained in
their impoundments. The EPA field sampling results are discussed further in Chapter 2 and in Appendices C and E.
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The results presented for the risk analysis are the national number and percent of all
facilities or impoundments that occur in the following categories:

L Negligible concern: These are facilities or impoundments for which no pathway
exceedances are predicted and/or environmental characteristics prevent the
completion of any exposure pathway. Based on the data made available, EPA
believes that these facilities or impoundments do not present any concern.

] Environmental releases. These are facilities or impoundments at which
environmental releases may be occurring because of the concentrations present in
the impoundments, and also because of operating conditions such as the presence
or absence of liners, the use of aeration, or other factors. However, taking into
account actual residential exposures, risks are not anticipated.

u Potential risk exceedances. These are facilities and impoundments that
potentially pose risks, taking into account actual residential exposures. These tend
to be high-end estimates because they are developed for the closest residential
EXpOosures.

EPA identified potential environmental releases and risk exceedances, and separately
presented results based on reported concentration values, for three pathways: direct inhalation,
direct groundwater ingestion, and groundwater discharges to surface water with potential
exceedances of HH-AWQC. Tables 3-3 and 3-4 portray the overall results of the risk analysis
for these three pathways. Table 3-3 distinguishes results between never characteristic and
decharacterized wastes, and Table 3-4 distinguishes results according to the facilities’ discharge
status under the Clean Water Act. These questions were examined because of the statutory
intent, expressed in the 1996 Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act, that decharacterized
wastewaters managed in surface impoundments under the scope of the Clean Water Act be
assessed in this study. Notable findings are that most facilities do not seem to pose risks or
exposures of concern. Twenty-one percent of facilities may have significant environmental
releases for at least one of the pathways examined, although not exceeding risk criteria. Five
percent of facilities (corresponding to 2 percent of impoundments) may pose potential risk
exceedances. Up to 23 percent of facilities may have releases or exposures for at least one of the
pathways examined based on surrogate data or detection limits, although the extent to which this
may actually be occurring is uncertain due to the lack of concentration data.

The results of EPA’s screening level assessments for other indirect pathways and for
potential ecological concerns are described in Sections 3.4 and 3.5.

3.2  Direct Pathways (Inhalation and Groundwater | ngestion)

3.2.1 Methodology

Table 3-5 provides an overview of the tiered methodology used to assess potential risks
from direct ingestion of groundwater, and Table 3-6 provides an overview of the methodology to
assess direct inhalation risks. Appendix C provides complete details on the methodologies used.
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Table 3-3. Facility-Level Overview of Human Health Results by
Dechar acterization Status®

Facility Status

Risk resultsbased on reported waste concentrations

Never characteristic
Decharacterized
All facilities with reported values

Risk resultsbased on surrogate/DL waste concentrations

Never characteristic
Decharacterized

All facilities with surrogate/DL values

Environmental

May Exceed
Risk Criteria®

196 (4%)
41 (0.9%)
237 (5%)

66 (1%)
66 (1%)

DL = Detection limit.

# Results are for groundwater, air, and groundwater to surface water pathways.
® Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

Table 3-4. Facility-Level Overview of Human Health Results by Dischar ge Status®

Facility Status
Risk resultsbased on reported concentrations
Direct dischargers
Zero dischargers

All facilities with reported values®

Risk resultsbased on surrogate/DL concentrations

Direct dischargers
Zero dischargers

All facilities with surrogate/DL values®

Environmental

1,111 (25%)

1,187 (27%)

May Exceed
Risk Criteria®

191 (4%)
27 (0.6%)
218 (5%)

66 (1%)

66 (1%)

DL = Detection limit.

@ Results are for groundwater, air, and groundwater to surface water pathways.
® Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

¢ Note that the facility total for Table 3-4 does not equal the facility total for Table 3-3. Thisis because the patterns
of missing data are different for each of the tables, and the weight adjustments for missing data lead to dightly

different estimates.
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Table 3-5. Overview of Tiered Risk Assessment Methodology for
Direct Ingestion of Groundwater

Analysis
Stage

Preliminary
screen

Release
assessment

Risk
modeling

Risk Assessment Methodology - Groundwater/Direct | ngestion Human Health

Chronic Risk Measures: (1) Lifetime excessrisk of cancer greater than 10° and
(2) Exposurein excess of areference dose

Approach

Precautionary screen
Eliminate
impoundments with no
evidence of risk from
further evaluation

Evauate facilities,
impoundments, and
constituents not
eliminated in the
preliminary screen
Use Industrial D Tier |
groundwater model
lookup tables
Impoundments not
screened out have
release potential;
evaluate for risk
modeling

Review site-specific
datafor al facilities
with release potential
Select facilities with
the greatest potential
for risk

Conduct site-specific
modeling using
EPACMTP

Conduct Monte Carlo
analysis of
exposure/risk to capture
within-site variability

Receptor Exposure

Direct consumption of
impoundment water

Drinking water well
located at 150 m from
unit boundary

Nearest actual
household with a
reported domestic well
in the direction aplume
would migrate

Actual exposure to
receptor could occur in
the future depending on
transport time

Key Variables

Impoundment
chemical
concentrations
Exposure factors

Liner type
Impoundment
chemical
concentrations
Exposure factors

Surface impoundment
dimensions
Impoundment
chemical
concentrations
Presence and distance
to receptor well
Subsurface
characteristics
Infiltration/liner type
Groundwater flow
direction

Exposure factors

EPACMTP = EPA’s Composite Model for Leachate Migration with Transformation Products.
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Table 3-6. Overview of Tiered Risk Assessment M ethodology for the
Direct Inhalation of Air

Risk Assessment Methodology - Air / Direct Inhalation Human Health
Chronic Risk Measures: (1) Lifetime excessrisk of cancer greater than 10° and

Analysis (2) Exposurein excess of a reference concentration
Stage
Approach Receptor Exposure Key Variables
Preliminary ® Precautionary screen B Directinhalation of ® Impoundment
screen B Eliminate impoundments impoundment chemical
with no evidence of risk emissions with zero concentrations
from further evaluation dispersion B Exposure factors

B Required reporting of
emissions data—few
impoundments screened
out

B Promoted impoundments
lacking sufficient data to
screen to the next tier

Release B Evaluate facilities, B Directinhalation by ® Impoundment
assessment impoundments, and hypothetical receptor chemical
constituents not exposed at a fixed concentrations
eliminated in the distance of 25 m ®  Meteorological
preliminary screen along the centerline conditions
B Apply Industrial D air of the plume B |mpoundment
model with a combination characteristics such
of default assumptions as surface area,
and site-specific data aeration status
Risk B Review site-specific data ® Direct inhalation by ® Impoundment
modeling for all facilities with actual closest chemical
release potential, resident, assumed to concentrations
including aerial be along the ®  Meteorological
photographs to identify centerline of the conditions
nearest residence plume B Receptor distance
B Apply Industrial D air B |mpoundment
model with a combination characteristics such
of default assumptions as surface area,
and site-specific data aeration status
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Intheinitial screening stage, EPA
compared the reported concentration data (in
impoundment water and emissions) collected
from the facility survey with threshold
concentrations that are protective of human
health (residential exposures). EPA made full
use of al survey data available to derive
concentrations in wastewater and leachate in
surface impoundments where values were not
reported by respondents. The textbox
summarizes the surrogate data protocol used
by EPA to infer concentrations when necessary
from other reported values. See Appendix B
for more discussion on the protocol for
inferring concentrations.

EPA Surrogate Data Protocol

EPA relied on the surveysto identify the presence or
absence of particular constituents and used the
reported concentration data when available. When
chemicals were reported present, but concentrations
or emission data were not reported, EPA used a
number of approaches to derive surrogate values for
screening purposes. These included using data from
other impoundments at the same facility, using data
from other facilities in the same industrial category,

or modeling and backcal culating to infer
concentrations. In a number of cases, EPA’s own
sampling identified additional constituents not
reported. These data provide an important QA st

Impoundments with concentrations below the screening factors were below risk criteria
for that particular chemical or pathway. Those units that screen out remain an important
component of the overall risk profile for the surface impoundment universe. This screening was
precautionary because it was based on direct ingestion of the surface impoundment influent and

direct inhalation of the emissions.

To remain under consideration at this stage for additional risk screening, afacility must
either have at least one constituent in one impoundment that exceeds arisk criterion or present
cumulative risks from several constituents and/or impoundments that exceed the risk criteria.
Appendix C, Section C.1, provides additional detail on the methodology used for assessing

cumulative risks.

In the first modeling stage, EPA used screening-level fate and transport models devel oped
for use under the Industrial D guidance in situations where the mgjor routes of exposure were
direct ingestion of drinking water or direct inhalation. These models used some key site-specific
data such as unit size, presence or absence of liners, and whether the unit is aerated. Because
some chemicals and units were to be screened from further analysis, EPA used precautionary
modeling approaches, such as assessing risks for close-in receptors (150 m for groundwater and
25 m for inhalation).®> Most impoundments reporting volatile constituents did not report
emissions data, so the reported wastewater concentrations were used to model emission levels for

the air pathway.

Based on the results of the screening-level modeling, EPA identified those chemicals,
impoundments, and facilities for which risks could not be ruled out and that, therefore, required

% The Industrial D air model (U.S. EPA, 1998) is based on CHEMDATS8 and | SCST 3 models for emissions
and dispersion factors, respectively. This model uses emissions data from the survey or, if no data are available,
estimates emissions from concentration and other site-specific data from the survey. The Industrial D groundwater
model is based on the EPACMTP. Inthisanalysis, the Tier | approach was used (U.S. EPA, 19993, b), using
dilution attenuation factors that correspond to a receptor well distance of 150 m.
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further analysis. The second modeling stage consisted of site-based modeling of exposures and
potential risksto human receptors using more site-based data such as actual receptor locations.

With respect to inhalation, the risk analysis was repeated using the Industrial D air model
(U.S. EPA, 1998) and site-specific data were used as before; however, the receptor was placed at
the actual distance to the nearest residence for each impoundment (taken from the survey and
checked for accuracy against census data and aerial photos). Thiswas typically more than the
default distance of 25 m used in the previous step, and, as aresult, predicted air risks were almost
always lower in this stage.

With respect to groundwater ingestion, EPA reviewed the risk distribution of
groundwater ingestion risks after the first two stages of analysis within the context of the site-
specific details for those facilities at the high end of that distribution. The conclusions from that
review were that EPA could only properly characterize the risk through a more site-specific
modeling process. EPA developed numeric ranking criteria based on the potential for receptor
well chemical concentrations to exceed risk-based levels of concern. These criteriaincluded site-
specific characteristics relevant to completing the groundwater pathway, such as the presence of
aconfining clay layer in the subsurface. EPA selected 10 facilities with the greatest potential for
exposures that could lead to risk and modeled these 10 facilities using more sophisticated tools.

Monte Carlo model simulations were executed using EPA’s Composite Model for
Leachate Migration with Transformation Products (EPACMTP, U.S. EPA, 1997) for the top-
ranked facilities to predict the 9@nd 56 percentile risk level$. The simulation varied
parameters from site-specific, regional, and national data sources, as appropriate. The
groundwater concentrations predicted by EPACMTP were then used to conduct a Monte Carlo
simulation of the exposure to contaminated drinking water to generate risk distributions. This
assessment focused on chronic cancer risk and noncancer hazard resulting from tap water
ingestion. Consequently, the exposure assessment combined modeled residential well
concentrations with tap water ingestion rates and exposure durations to predict average daily
dose estimates for noncarcinogens and lifetime-averaged daily dose estimates for carcinogens.

At each stage (i.e., screening or modeling), EPA used the same risk criteria to determine
when risks to an individual are considered significant:

] For carcinogens: excess lifetime cancer risk = 10
L For noncarcinogens: hazard index (HI) = 1.

These criteria were applied to potential risks posed by a specific constituent, unit, and pathway,
as well as to summations of risks for a constituent, an impoundment, or a facility.

Once final risk results were generated based on the sample facilities, these were
extrapolated using the appropriate facility weights to generate a national estimate of the
proportions of facilities and surface impoundments that may pose potential risks.

4 The full risk distribution was calculated in the groundwater pathway analysis. This chapter presents
results at the 90" and 50™ percentiles; the full risk results are presented in Attachment C-11 of Appendix C.
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Appendix C provides further discussion of the methodologies and data used for risk
analysis, including alisting of the human health and ecological benchmarks used to derive
screening factors, the derivation of provisional benchmarks in some cases, the methodol ogies for
deriving surrogate concentration data, and the methodol ogy for representing cumulative risks for
constituents, surface impoundments, and facilities. Appendix C also discusses uncertainties

associated with the analysis.

3.2.2 Screening Results and Proportions of Facilities that May Pose Risks

Table 3-7 shows the number of facilities and chemicalsin the survey sample that were
evaluated for potential air and groundwater risks at each stage of the analysis. Thistable
illustrates that, with each stage of the analysis, progressively fewer facilities and constituents

continued to the next analytic stage.

3.2.3 Resultsfor Groundwater Ingestion

Based on the precautionary screening
stages described above, EPA ranked the
facilities that showed risk criteria
exceedances in the release assessment phase
according to their potential for groundwater
concentrations to occur at levels of concern.
For each facility that passed an initial
decision criterion for potential groundwater
flow in the direction of receptor wells, EPA
conducted an additional review using datain
technical materials submitted by the survey
respondents. Thisreview focused on criteria
relevant to the completion of the groundwater
pathway (e.g., well depth), and was used to
determine whether to conduct detailed fate
and transport modeling. A narrative was
prepared for each facility summarizing all
pertinent information according to a series of
technical and risk-based criteria. Although
the quantitative risk estimates generated in
the rel ease assessment were above levels of
concern, the review of technical data

Example of a Site-Specific Narrative

The siteis underlain by 260 feet of lacustrine clay.
The thickness of the formation, combined with the
characteristic low conductivity of clay, suggests that
leachate emanating from a surface impoundment
would likely not impact drinking water resources.
The facility did not indicate that drinking water wells
were present within 2 km of the site. Thisis
supported by the fact that the clay formation is not a
producing aquifer (i.e., insufficient yield to provide
water). Furthermore, the area surrounding the facility
is structured in city blocks, suggesting that the
populace is supplied with municipal water.

The release assessment indicates that there are seven
chemicals of concern at this site. Although the
screening suggests that maximum cancer and
noncancer risks could be 1.9E-01 and 4.28,
respectively, it is highly unlikely that the surrounding
populace is at risk from ingestion of groundwater.
EPA did not model this facility any further.

indicated that, for some facilities, the potential for groundwater contamination at receptor wells
was insignificant relative to levels of concern. To ensure consistency during this technical
review process, EPA quantified these criteria and adopted a numeric framework to rank the

facilities for groundwater contamination potential (see Attachment C-8 of Appendix C). Based
on this numeric ranking and the supporting narratives, EPA selected the 10 highest ranked
facilitiesto model for the groundwater pathway. Table 3-8 presents the maximum hazard and
risk exceedances for the seven facilities that showed potential risk exceedances; the results based
on reported concentrations are distinguished from those based on surrogate data and/or detection
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Table 3-7. Summary of Screening Process and Risk Analysis Resultsfor

Direct Pathways: Groundwater Ingestion and Air Inhalation

Number of
Sample  Number of

Category Facilitiess Chemicals
Reported in Survey 195 215
Entered screening assessment 133 193
(Facilities that reported chemicals to be present)
Entered release assessment 116 147
(Facilities that did not screen out)
Considered for risk modeling 75 92°
(Facilities that did not screen out)

Modeled 37 65

Evaluated but not modeled 38 66
Final Analytic Results’
Results based on reported concentrations

Environmental release 36 53

May exceed risk criteria 8 6
Results based on surrogate/DL concentrations

Environmental release 24 68

May exceed risk criteria 7 20

Number of
I mpoundment/
Chemical
Combinations

8,117

4,097

795

359
436

202

16

519
59

DL = Detection limit.

& The number of actual facility responses analyzed in the study that were used to perform the national
extrapolations presented throughout this report. There are no nationally extrapolated estimates in this

table.

b Some chemicals were modeled for only one of the two direct pathways; in addition, some chemicals
were modeled for several impoundments at the same facility. Therefore, the number of chemicalsin

subsequent stages does not add to 92.

¢ These results were subdivided according to whether the concentration data used were reported values

or were based on surrogate data and detection limits.
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Table 3-8. Summary of Chemicalsand their Maximum of Hazard and
Risk Exceedancesfor Groundwater Pathway?

Summary of HQ Exceedances Summary of Risk Exceedances
90" Per centile (50" Per centile)® 90" Per centile (50" Per centile)®

Risk exceedances based on reported concentrations

Acetone - 13 (0.02)
Fluoride - 59 (12)

Risk exceedances based on surrogate/DL chemical concentrations

Allyl acohol - 26 (0.06) Acrylonitrile - 2.5E-5 (1E-6)

Chloroform® - 50 (0.09) Arsenic - 1.6E-5 (8E-9)

Pyridine - 1.7 (0.003) Benzidine - 1.6E-03 (3E-4)

Methanol - 1.7 (0.004) Chloroform® - 1.5E-4 (2E-7)

Methylene chloride” - 8.2 (0.01) Methylene chloride” - 1.8E-4 (3E-7)
Thallium - 4.5 (0.03) N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine - 4.5E-5 (1E-5)
Toluene - 1.8 (0.004) N-Nitrosodimethylamine - 3.3E-4 (7E-5)

Vinyl chloride - 1.1E-5 (2E-6)

DL = Detection limit.

2 Risk estimates and HQ val ues at the 90" percentile are shown first, and those at the 50" percentile are shown
in parentheses.
b Agency had both cancer and noncancer endpoints for these constituents.

limits. Several of these facilities showed potential exceedances at more than one impoundment.
The complete impoundment level results are presented in Appendix Table C-3-20.

Table 3-9 portrays the groundwater ingestion risk analysis results for decharacterized and
never characteristic wastes and further distinguishes these according to whether the results derive
from reported concentrations or from surrogate data and detection limits. For each category of
interest, Table 3-9 portrays the proportion of the surface impoundment universe that may exceed
risk criteria because of the direct ingestion of groundwater and those that may have
environmental releases to groundwater that do not exceed risk criteria.

3.2.3.1 Quantitative Risk Estimation for the Groundwater Pathway. Notable findingsin
Table 3-9 are that very few facilities seem to show risks due to groundwater ingestion, less than 1
percent of reported concentrations. The majority of potential risk exceedances may be associated
with decharacterized wastes, although the total numbers are too small to generalize with
confidence. Fourteen percent of facilities (based on reported concentration data) may have
environmental releases, that is, the potential to generate groundwater plumes that extend 150
meters or more beyond the impoundment boundary. These rel eases are evenly split between
decharacterized and never characteristic wastes. As described in Attachment C-12 to
Appendix C, the rates of potential risk exceedances and environmental releases are higher for
decharacterized wastes than for never characteristic wastes. About 20 percent of facilities cannot
be assessed with confidence because the results are based on surrogate concentration data and
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Table 3-9. Facility-Level Resultsfor Groundwater Pathway by Dechar acterization Status

Facility Status
Risk resultsbased on reported concentrations
Never characteristic
Decharacterized
All facilities with reported values

Environmental May Exceed Risk

Risk resultsbased on surrogate/DL concentrations

Never characteristic
Decharacterized
All facilities with surrogate/DL values

Release? Criteria®
341 (8%) 9 (0.2%)
300 (7%) 18 (0.4%)
641 (14%) 27 (0.6%)
714 (16%) 0 (0%)
132 (3%) 23 (0.5%)
846 (19%) 23 (0.5%)

DL = Detection limit.

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

detection limits. Some of these facilities
may have negligible concentrations and
others may have environmental releases or
risk exceedances.

Not surprisingly, the highest risks for
the groundwater pathway on an
impoundment basis correlate strongly with
the absence of aliner. Theliner status
reported in the survey responses provided
the necessary data to make this
determination, and, as shown in Table 3-10,
the number of risk criteria exceedances
observed in unlined impoundments is twice
the number for those that are lined.
Similarly, the number of unlined
impoundments that indicate the potential for
environmental releases is almost three times
the number for lined impoundments. These
results strongly suggest that (1) the
modeling is sensitive to the presence and
type of liner, and (2) the contaminant release
into the environment tends to be much
higher for unlined impoundments.

Two chemical constituents with reported
concentrations exceeded the risk criteria for the
groundwater ingestion pathway: acetone and fluoride.

Acetone is a non-cancer-causing chemical that has
been associated with increased liver and kidney
weights and nephrotoxicity in rats via oral
administration. The RfD of 0.1 mg/kg-d for
ingestion was identified in IRIS and used in the risk
modeling. This benchmark represents a health
benchmark suitable for evaluating chronic exposures.

Fluoride is a noncarcinogen that, at elevated doses,
may cause objectionable dental fluorosisin children.
The RfD of 0.06 mg/kg-d used in the risk modeling
was based on fluorine, as soluble fluoride, currently
found in IRIS. EPA has determined that dental
fluorosisis a cosmetic effect, not atoxic or adverse
health effect. However, it isimportant to note that, at
somewhat higher levels of exposure, the endpoint of
concernis crippling skeletal fluorosis. Although an
RfD for skeletal fluorosisis not available, EPA has
determined that a safe exposure level for this more
severe endpoint in adultsis twice the RfD for dental
fluorosis, or 0.12 mg/kd-d.
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Table 3-10. Impoundment-L evel Resultsfor Groundwater Pathway by Liner Status

Environmental May Exceed
Impoundment Status Release? Risk Criteria®

Risk resultsbased on reported concentrations

Lined 449 (4%) 8 (0.07%)
Not lined 850 (7%) 36 (0.3%)
All impoundments with reported values 1,299 (11%) 44 (0.4%)

Risk resultsbased on surrogate/DL concentrations

Lined 461 (4%) 32 (0.3%)
Not lined 1,939 (16%) 47 (0.4%)
All impoundments with surrogate/DL values 2,400 (20%) 79 (0.7%)

DL = Detection limit.

% Number of impoundments (percentages are of the total number of in scope impoundments,
approximately 11,900).

3.2.3.2 Discussion of Uncertainties Associated with Groundwater Analysis. Inits
assessment of the groundwater pathway, EPA relied on modeling tools that have been peer-
reviewed and used in previous analyses, as much site-specific data as possible from the surveys,
and standard EPA sources for important data such as exposure factors and health benchmarks.
All of these factors contributed to arelatively robust analysis that met the study objectives of the
Surface Impoundment Study. This section identifies the primary sources of uncertainty and
qualitatively describes how each may influence the results of the risk assessment. Additional
details on these uncertainties are presented in Appendix C of this report.

Parameter Uncertainties. The critical parameters required for the screening of
groundwater pathway included the distribution coefficients (K,) and model parameter inputs.

] Distribution Coefficients. Empirical datawere used to characterize partitioning
of chemical contaminants between the aqueous phase and soil and aquifer
materials. The K, values used in the S| Study are based on values found in the
literature. Uncertainty associated with these values could result in either an
underestimation or an overestimation of risk.

u Model Input Parameters. Application of the EPACMTP model requires input
values for the source-specific, chemical-specific, unsaturated zone-specific, and
saturated zone-specific model parameters. For this analysis, facility-specific
values for impoundment location and waste, soil, and aquifer characteristics were
used to the extent possible. Where facility-specific data were not available,
regional databases were used to obtain the parameter values for soil and aquifer
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conditions. The use of facility-specific data reduces but does not eliminate
uncertainty. Use of regional databases may result in a greater spread of risksin
Monte Carlo analyses.

Model Uncertainties. Model uncertainty is associated with all models used in all phases
of arisk assessment because models and their mathematical expressions are simplifications of
reality that are used to approximate real-world conditions, processes, and their relationships.
These simplifications generally rely on precautionary assumptions and, as a result, the modeling
approach tends to overpredict the potential effects on water quality.

] Model Simplifications. In modeling the fate and transport of chemicalsin
groundwater, complex hydrogeology such as karst or highly fractured aquifers was
not directly assessed. A small fraction of the groundwater settingsin thisanalysis
are located in hydrogeol ogic environments where fracturing is likely. EPACMTP
also does not model colloidal transport nor does it model possible geochemical
Interactions among different contaminants in the leachate and the subsurface
environment. In addition, some precautionary assumptions are made that allow
for the saturated zone to be modeled as having a uniform thickness. The use of
these simplifications may result in agreater spread of concentrationsin the
groundwater in the Monte Carlo analysis.

] Recharge Rates. The recharge rates used in this analysis rely on regionalized
climatic data and generalized soilstypes. These are not site-specific data, but are
intended to represent the range of conditions expected in the area. Although the
model accounts for uncertainty using a probabilistic simulation, the recharge rates
are not site-specific and may over- or underpredict the contaminant flux to
groundwater.

] Timeframe of Exposure. Thereis uncertainty in predicting the movement of
contaminants over long periods of time. The risk to receptors for the groundwater
pathway was evaluated over atime period of 10,000 years. There are significant
uncertainties concerning how exposure and environmental assumptions will
change over time, and the modeling methodology does not change these
assumptions over this 10,000-year period.

Uncertainty in Results. It isimportant to consider several key uncertaintiesin
Interpreting the significance of the groundwater pathway results. The greatest uncertainty relates
to assumptions made in defining the geometric configuration of the modeled system, specifically
concerning the groundwater flow direction, well construction, and aquifer mounding.

u Groundwater Flow Direction. The direction of groundwater flow was not
provided in the survey responses. Because the exact direction of the groundwater
flow was unknown, the actual receptor well locations in the general the direction
of the groundwater flow, as well as the physiography of the site were used to
define the angle “THETA.” For each surface impoundment, THETA sets the
bounds for the true direction of groundwater flow and, therefore, captures the
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uncertainty in centerline for groundwater flow and contaminant movement
relative to the nearest receptor well to the impoundment. The error margin for
THETA was based on professional judgement, and was set to 5 degrees for al
facilities evaluated in the risk modeling. The impact of this geometrical
inexactitude is considered to be small compared to several other uncertaintiesin
the groundwater pathway analysis.

Well Construction. The aquifer from which receptor wells drew water was not
consistently reported in survey results. In the absence of technical information
from the survey respondents indicating a site-specific well depth, it was assumed
that the receptor wells considered in this analysis drew water from the uppermost

unconfined saturated zone. Thisis a protective assumption and would tend to

overestimate risk.

3.2.4 Resaultsfor Direct Inhalation Pathway

Table 3-11 identifies the chemicals that
showed potential risk exceedances for the
direct inhalation pathway. The more reliable
findings based on reported values are
distinguished in the table from those based on
use of surrogate values and detection limits as
modeling inputs. Eleven chemicals show a
potential risk of 1E-5 or more or an HQ of 1 or
more. Two of these chemicals show potential
risks based on reported values.

Table 3-12 provides national estimates
of the number of facilities that may have risk
exceedances by the direct inhalation pathway,
distinguishing those results in which we have
more confidence because they are based on
reported concentration data from those less
reliable results based on inferred
concentrations or detection limits. Table 3-12
further distinguishes results for
decharacterized wastewaters and for never
characteristic wastewaters.

Table 3-13 shows the proportion of

Two chemical constituents with reported
concentrations exceeded the risk criteriafor the air
inhalation pathway: alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane
and chlorodibromomethane.

alpha-Hexachlor ocyclohexaneis considered a
probable human carcinogen (Class B2) and has been
shown to cause hepatic nodules and hepatocel lular
carcinomas in male mice when administered orally.
The cancer slope factor for inhal ation of

6.3 (mg/kg-d)* was identified in IRIS and used in the
risk modeling. Theinhalation CSF found in IRIS|is
based on the oral ingestion study on male mice.

Chlorodibromomethane is considered a possible
human carcinogen (Class C); oral administration to
female mice resulted in an increased incidence of
hepatocellular adenomas and carcinomas. The CSF
for inhalation of 8.4E-02 (mg/kg-d)™* was
extrapolated from the CSF for ingestion identified in
IRIS and used in the risk modeling. This provisional
inhalation benchmark was derived from the oral
ingestion study described in IRIS; however, this
benchmark has not undergone EPA-wide review.

impoundments by aeration status. Aeration greatly facilitates emissionsto air. The majority (86
percent) of impoundments are not aerated, thus most of the exceedances are for nonaerated

Impoundments.

3.2.4.1 Quantitative Risk Estimation for Air Pathway. Table 3-12 shows that 4 percent

of facilities potentially exceed risk criteria (based on reported wastewater concentrations.) Most
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Table 3-11. Maximum Hazard and Risk Exceedancesfor Air Pathway

Summary of HQ Exceedance Summary of Risk Exceedance
Risk exceedances based on reported concentrations

Chlor odibromomethane - 1E-05
alpha-Hexachlor ocyclohexane - 3E-05

Risk exceedances based on surrogate/DL chemical concentrations

Acetonitrile - 57 Bis (chloromethyl) ether - 4E-01
Acrolein® - 11 n-Nitrosodiethylamine’- 5 E-05
Chloroform - 2 n-Nitrosodi-n-butylamine® - 2 E-05
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene - 1.5 Tetrachlorodibenzofurans - 3 E-05

Toxaphene - 4E-03

Risk exceedances based on summed risksfor the facility

Facility level sum - 1.5E-05
Acetaldehyde? - 6 E-06
Tetrachlorodibenzodioxins - 9E-06

DL = Detection limit.

& Constituent risk was based on areported value. However, theindividua risk did not exceed the risk
criterion.

b Industry representatives, subsequent to completion of the survey, have indicated that this constituent
is not expected to be present at the facility. These constituents were reported to EPA in response to
the Survey of Surface Impoundmentsin November 1999 as less than a specified limit of detection.
When this constituent was evaluated in our risk analysis at the reported detection limit the
concentrations were high enough to predict the indicated risk/hazard of concern. EPA included the
resultsin this table because of the methodology used throughout the study to evaluate less than
detection limit data.
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Table 3-12. Facility-Level Resultsfor Air Pathway by Dechar acterization Status

Environmental May Exceed
Facility Status Release? Risk Criteria®

Risk results based on reported concentrations

Never characteristic 105 (2%) 158 (4%)
Decharacterized 69 (2%) 13 (0.3%)
All facilities with reported values 173 (4%) 171 (4%)

Risk results based on surrogate/DL concentrations

Never characteristic 31 (0.7%) 0 (0%)
Decharacterized 134 (3%) 55 (1%)
All facilities with surrogate/DL values 165 (4%) 55 (1%)

DL = Detection limit.

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

Facility-L evel Risk Summation

The risks presented in the exceedance tablesin this section reflect risks for individual chemicalsin
individual impoundments. However, an aggregate facility-level risk was also calculated and was
used to determine whether a facility exceeded the risk criterion or not.

B For carcinogens, the aggregate risk for afacility was calculated by taking the maximum risk for
each chemical across all impoundments at the facility and summing these.

B For noncarcinogens, the aggregate risk for afacility was calculated by taking the maximum
hazard index for each chemical across al impoundments at the facility, summing those that act
on the same target organ, and taking the maximum of the target organ-specific sums.

In only one case did afacility have an aggregate risk that exceeded the risk criterion and no
individual impoundment-chemical results that exceeded the risk criterion. Thiswas viathe air
pathway. This aggregate, however, is acombination of reported data and less reliable surrogate or
detection limit data. That exceedanceislisted in Table 3-11 with al the individual impoundment
chemical components as well as the aggregate facility-level risk.

See Attachment C-6 in Appendix C for the full impoundment-level results that were used to generate
facility-level risk summations.
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Table 3-13. Impoundment-L evel Resultsfor Air Pathway by Aeration Status

Environmental May Exceed
Impoundment Status Release? Risk Criteria®

Risk results based on reported concentrations

Aerated 78 (0.7%) 8 (0.06%)
Not aerated 297 (3%) 154 (1%)
All impoundments with reported values 375 (3%) 161 (1%)

Risk results based on surrogate/DL concentrations

Aerated 195 (2%) 60 (0.5%)
Not aerated 207 (2%) 26 (0.2%)
All impoundments with surrogate/DL values 402 (3%) 85 (0.7%)

DL = Detection limit.

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

of these manage never characteristic wastes. The trend is reversed for facilities and

Impoundments that show environmental releases, with a higher rate of these releases associated

with decharacterized wastes. From an impoundment standpoint, Table 3-13 shows that a

significantly higher number of impoundments that may exceed risk criteria are not aerated.

These data are somewhat misleading because the number of non-aerated impoundments (10,193)

far exceeds the number of aerated impoundments (1,670). The relative proportion of aerated
impoundments that are classified as “may exceed risk criteria” is much higher than the relative
proportion of not aerated impoundments classified as “may exceed risk criteria.” Approximately
one-third of the total risk exceedances are attributable to aerated impoundments even though less
than one-fifth of the sample population consists of aerated impoundments. (See Attachment C-7
to Appendix C for additional detail.) Chemicals of interest included primarily volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), although several semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and one dioxin-
like chemical showed potential risk exceedances; both cancer risks and noncancer risks were
predicted.

Table 3-12 also shows that 4 percent of facilities may have environmental releases, i.e.,
exposures of potential concern at a distance of 25 meters from the facility boundary. An
additional 5 percent of facilities cannot be assessed with certainty because of lack of information
on concentrations. Some of these facilities may have negligible concentrations, and others may
have environmental releases or risk exceedances.

3.2.4.2 Discussion of Uncertainties for Air Analysis. In its assessment of the air
pathway, EPA relied on modeling tools that have been peer-reviewed and used in previous
analyses, as much site-specific data as possible from the surveys, and standard EPA sources for
important data such as exposure factors and health benchmarks. All of these factors contribute to
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an analysis that met the study objectives of precautionary screening at earlier stages for the many
impoundments and constituents and more robust modeling at the final stages of analysis.
However, there are several key uncertainties that should be considered in interpreting the results
of the air analysis. These are grouped under parameter uncertainties, modeling uncertainties, and
results uncertainties. This section identifies these sources of uncertainty and qualitatively
describes how each may influence the results. Additional details on these uncertainties are
presented in Appendix C.

Parameter Uncertainties. The key parameters required for the air pathway modeling
included impoundment characteristics, receptor location, and exposure parameters.

u Impoundment Characteristics. Impoundment characteristics needed for the
modeling were taken from the survey responses whenever possible; however,
when this was not possible, assumptions or estimates were made that introduce
uncertainty into the results. Assumptions and estimates were generally chosen to
be somewhat conservative (i.e., to overpredict risk).

u Receptor Location. To the extent that receptor locations were based on old or
Inaccurate maps, there is some uncertainty introduced in the risk estimates, which
could be either over- or underestimated. However, conclusions regarding whether
or not the risk may exceed the risk criteria are more robust, because, in cases
where this conclusion was sensitive to receptor location, the location was verified
using recent aeria photos.

] Exposure Parameters. The air model used in thisanalysis, is called the IWAIR,
the Industrial Waste Air Model (IWAIR) (U.S. EPA, 1998) and was developed for

EPA’s draft industrial nonhazardous waste guidelines and used standard EPA
exposure factors, such as inhalation rate, body weight, and exposure duration.
Exposure factors have been chosen to be somewhat conservative; therefore, this
uncertainty will typically result in an overestimate of risk.

] Volatilization. Our evaluation of the groundwater pathway was focused only on
the ingestion of contaminated groundwater. We did not address volatlization of
chemical constituents in groundwater that may result in inhalation exposures
during showering. Because the inhalation pathway associated with shower
exposure was not modeled, the groundwater pathway risk results may
underestimate the total risk from leaching to groundwater. This contributes to the
uncertainty in the risk estimates in the direction of underprotection.

Modeling Uncertainties. The modeling for the air pathway simplifies the fate and

transport of chemicals from an impoundment through air to a receptor. Many of these
simplifications could result in either over- or underprediction of risk.

] Hydrolysis. IWAIR cannot model hydrolysis. To the extent that constituents
modeled do hydrolyze, IWAIR will overpredict risks. For constituents that
hydrolyze quickly, this could be significant. For others, it will be less significant.
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] Biodegradation L osses. IWAIR models biodegradation losses using conservative
biodegradation rate constants. However, biodegradation is heavily influenced by
site-specific factors. Therefore, the emissions estimates are uncertain. This
uncertainty could result in either over- or underprediction of emissions and risks.

u Receptor Location Relativeto Plume. The receptor is assumed to be located at
the centerline of the plume, where air concentrations are highest. Depending on
site-specific meteorology, particularly prevailing wind directions, the nearest
receptor may not be located in the centerline of the plume. This uncertainty tends
to overpredict air concentration at the nearest receptor, and thus the risk.

] Coverage of Meteorological Data in IWAIR. The version of IWAIR used for
this study uses dispersion factors for 41 meteorological stations. Use of these
meteorological stations introduces uncertainty to the extent that they may not fully
represent all possible impoundment locations. However, this uncertainty is
believed to be small. The direction of this uncertainty is not known.

u I nter polation of Dispersion Factorsin IWAIR Based on | mpoundment Area.
IWAIR uses dispersion factors generated for afixed set of impoundment areas and
interpolates results for other areas. Thiswill result in the underprediction of risk;
however, this underprediction is expected to be modest.

Results Uncertainites. Aswith any risk assessment, there is uncertainty in the risk
results associated with simplifying assumptions and data limitations. Several key uncertainties to
consider in interpreting the risk results are presented below.

] Chemical-Physical Properties. Adequate chemical-physical propertiesto run
IWAIR were not available for 12 constituents of interest in this study for the air
pathway. To the extent that these constituents pose risks, this resultsin an
underestimate of risk.

u Health Benchmarks. It was not possible to assess inhalation risks for many
constituents in the scope of this study becasue they do not have health benchmarks
for inhalation. If inhalation health benchmarks were available for all constituents
of interest, afew more might be found to pose risks; therefore, this uncertainty
tends to result in an underestimate of risk.

3.3 Indirect Pathways. Groundwater to Surface Water

Many impoundments are located near surface waterbodies and their direct discharges are
subject to regulatory standards. However, there is the potential for indirect discharge to surface
waters when chemicals are released through the bottom of the impoundment, travel through the
subsurface, and impact nearby waterbodies. The intersection of groundwater flow with surface
water is often referred to as groundwater discharge to surface water. Through this pathway,
contaminant discharge into apond or stream has the potential to affect water quality adversely.
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For chemicals that are bioaccumul ative, chemical concentrationsin fish may approach or exceed
levels of concern for the segment of the population that ingests fish from the nearby waterbody.
For convenience, we will refer to the release, transport, and accumulation of chemicalsin fish
and other aquatic organisms as the groundwater to surface water (gw-sw) pathway.

3.3.1 Methodology for Groundwater to Surface Water Pathway

Table 3-14 provides an overview of the methodology for assessing the groundwater to
surface water pathway. The basic approach to evaluating the potentia for risks by this pathway
was first to identify candidate sites through a screening process that considered groundwater
concentrations, proximity to surface waterbodies, and the magnitude of potential dilution. For
these candidate sites, screening-level modeling was conducted to generate flux rates from the
surface impoundments, estimate groundwater concentrations that might contaminate the surface
waterbody, and estimate the ensuing dilution. This analysis was conducted on al facilities that
reported the presence of in-scope constituents. The basic steps in the screening process were to

u Identify sites near (within 1 km) one or more fishable waterbodies

] Screen out some sites based on a comparison of wastewater concentrations to the
human health ambient water quality criteriafor the ingestion of surface water and
aguatic organisms (HH-AWQC)

] For those that did not screen out, estimate groundwater concentrations (from
dilution attenuation factors [DAFs]) and compare these to the HH-AWQC. The
DAFs used were intended to provide conservative estimates of groundwater
concentrations

] Using site-specific data (such as surface impoundment area) and reviewing
topographical maps, identify sites with a potential to impact surface water.
Typically, thiswas based on alow probability of dilution by the surface
waterbody based on flow data for the closest waterbody.

After the screening process, EPA conducted screening-level modeling to generate more
refined estimates of chemical concentrationsin the receiving waterbody and compared the
resulting values to the HH-AWQC.®

® In cases in which the receivi ng waterbody was brackish (e.g., in an estuary), the HH-AWQC for ingestion
of contaminated aquatic biota only was used (i.e., no drinking water ingestion).
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Table 3-14. Overview of Tiered Risk Assessment Methodology for Potential for Adverse Effects on Surface Water Quality

Analysis
Stage

Preliminary
Screen

Release
Assessment

Risk Assessment Methodology—Groundwater to Surface Water
Human Health
Chronic Risk Measure: Surface water concentrations in excess of AWQC for protection of human health for ingestion of aquatic
organisms and surface water

Approach Receptor Exposure Driving Variables

B Precautionary screen Ingestion of aquatic organisms and surface B Wastewater |eachate concentrations
B Determine potentia for agroundwater — water (as defined by the HH-AWQC)

to surface water pathway as afunction

of distance (surface waterbody within

1 km)
B Eliminate impoundments with

wastewater concentrations below HH-

AWQC from further evaluation

B Evauate facilities, impoundments, Ingestion of aquatic organisms and surface B |mpoundment wastewater
and congtituents not eliminated inthe  water (as defined by the HH-AWQC) concentrations
preliminary screen B Linertype
B Uselndustrial D Tier | groundwater B Distance to surface waterbody
model lookup tablesto estimate (groundwater concentration was not
groundwater concentrations diluted if waterbody was within 150
B Eliminate impoundments with km of impoundment)

leachate concentrations below HH-
AWQC from further evaluation

B |mpoundments not screened out have
release potential and are evaluated for
screening risk modeling

(continued)
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Analysis
Stage

Risk
modeling
(screening)

Table 3-14. (continued)

Risk Assessment Methodology—Groundwater to Surface Water

Approach

Evaluate characteristics of
impoundments (e.g., surface area) and
receiving waterbodies (e.g., flow rate)
that drive this pathway

Develop numeric ranking scheme to
identify impoundments with potential
to adversely affect surface water
quality

Using EPACMTP, calculate
infiltration rate and contaminant flux
from impoundment to surface water
Determine surface water
concentrations using instantaneous
dilution and full mixing assumptions
Compare surface water concentrations
with HH-AWQC for the
impoundments modeled

Human Health

Receptor Exposure

Ingestion of aquatic organisms and surface

water (as defined by the HH- AWQC)

Chronic Risk Measures: Surface water concentrations in excess of AWQC for protection of human health for ingestion of aquatic
organisms and surface water

Driving Variables

Impoundment leachate concentrations
Surface area of surface impoundment
Meteorological conditions that affect
infiltration (e.g., precipitation)

Type of receiving waterbody (flowing
versus quiescent)

Flow rate

Liner type

Distance to surface waterbody

EPACMTP = EPA’s Composite Model for Leachate Transformation Products.
HH-AWQC = Human health ambient water quality criteria.
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3.3.2 Results for Indirect Pathway—Surface Water

After completion of this screening-level modeling, EPA found 158 potential risk
exceedances (35 constituents) at 27 impoundments at nine facilitiesin the survey sample. In
summary, EPA found

] 30 exceedances of the HH-AWQC by a factor of over 100—of these 30
exceedances, 7 are based on reported values for arsenic at a single facility.

] 38 exceedances of the HH-AWQC by a factor between 10 and 100—none are
based on reported values.

] 90 exceedances of the HH-AWQC by a factor between 1 and 10—of these 90
exceedances, only thallium and arsenic are based on reported values.

Table 3-15 identifies the maximum exceedances for reported values at each of the nine facilities
with respect to the ratio of the surface water concentration to the HH-AWQC. Where a reported
value was not identified, the maximum exceedance based on a surrogate/detection limit (DL)
value, in which there is less confidence, is presented.

Tables 3-16 and 3-17 illustrate the proportion of the surface impoundment universe that
show potential exceedances of HH-AWQC and those that show potential environmental release
to surface water. Table 3-16 shows the proportion of facilities by decharacterization status;
Table 3-17 shows the proportion of impoundments by liner status.

3.3.2.1 Quantitative Risk Estimation for Surface Water Pathway. Based on screening
level modeling, Table 3-16 shows that very few facilities—about 1 percent—may exceed risk
criteria using reported concentration data. Eighteen percent of facilities may have environmental
releases into surface water that are higher than HH-AWQC at the point of discharge before
dilution occurs. An additional 25 percent of facilities cannot be assessed with certainty because
of incomplete information on concentrations; some of these facilities may have negligible
concentrations, and others may have environmental releases or risk exceedances. The number of
potential risk exceedances is roughly similar for decharacterized and never characteristic wastes;
however, the rate of potential risk exceedance is higher for decharacterized wastes. (See
Attachment C-15 of Appendix C.) Table 3-18 shows the risk results by discharge status. For
the groundwater pathway, no zero discharge facilities exceeded the risk criteria; however, for the
surface water pathway, it can be inferred that roughly 37 péwfeait facilities that exceeded
the risk criteria were zero dischargers. The value of liners for protecting the surface water
pathway was pronounced (see Table 3-17); no impoundments with liners show potential
exceedances of the human health ambient water quality criteria, whereas unlined impoundments
do show potential risk exceedances.

® There are approximately 73 total facilities with 27 zero dischargers listed as “May Exceed Risk Criteria.”
The complete analytical results for this pathway are shown in Attachment C-15 in Appendix C.
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Table 3-15. Maximum Exceedancesfor Groundwater to Surface Water Pathway

Cleacha ngb C riverC HH 'AWQC Criver/
Constituent of Concern (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) HH-AWQCH

Risk exceedances based on reported chemical concentrations

Thallium 240E-01 3.29E-03 3.29E-03 1.70E-03 1.93E+00
Arsenic 195E-01 1.95E-01 1.95E-01 1.80E-05 1.08E+04
Risk exceedances based on surrogate/dl chemical concentrations

Antimony 6.00E-02 6.00E-02 3.74E-04 1.40E-04 2.67E+00
3,3Dichlorobenzidine 2.00E-02 2.00E-02 9.02E-05 4.00E-05 2.26E+00
4,4-DDD 3.67E-04 3.67E-04 1.65E-06 8.30E-07 1.99E+00
4,4-DDE 3.67E-04 3.67E-04 1.65E-06 5.90E-07 2.80E+00
4,4-DDT 3.67E-04 3.67E-04 1.65E-06 5.90E-07 2.80E+00
Heptachlor epoxide 2.93E-03 293E-03 1.32E-05 1.00E-07 1.32E+02
Hexachlorobenzene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 4.51E-05 7.50E-07 6.02E+01
PCBs 165E-02 1.65E-02 7.45E-05 1.70E-07 4.38E+02
Benzo(a)anthracene 100E-02 1.00E-02 1.44E-04 4.40E-06 3.28E+01
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 144E-04  4.40E-06 3.28E+01
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 1.44E-04 4.40E-06 3.28E+01
Chrysene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 1.44E-04 4.40E-06 3.28E+01
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 1.44E-04 4.40E-06 3.28E+01
Ideno 1,2,3-cd pyrene 100E-02 1.00E-02 1.44E-04 4.40E-06 3.28E+01
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane  5.00E-03 5.00E-03 4.87E-04 1.70E-04 2.86E+00
1,1-Dichloroethylene 5.00E-03 5.00E-03 4.87E-04 5.70E-05 8.54E+00
1,2-Dichloroethane 5.00E-03 5.00E-03 4.87E-04 3.80E-04 1.28E+00
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 4.00E-05 2.43E+01
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 1.10E-04 8.85E+00
Acrylonitrile 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 5.90E-05 1.65E+01
Aldrin 5.00E-05 5.00E-05 4.87E-06 1.30E-07 3.74E+01
Benzidine 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 1.20E-07 8.11E+03
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 3.10E-05 3.14E+01
Carbon tetrachloride 5.00E-03 5.00E-03 4.87E-04 2.50E-04 1.95E+00
Chlordane 5.00E-05 5.00E-05 4.87E-06 2.10E-06 2.32E+00

(continued)
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Table 3-15. (continued)
Crog® Co” C.w’ HH-AWQC Criverl
Constituent of Concern (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) HH-AWQC*
Chlorodibromomethane 5.00E-03 5.00E-03 4.87E-04 4.10E-04 1.19e+00
Dieldrin 2.00E-04 2.00E-04 1.95E-05  1.40E-07 1.39E+02
Heptachlor 5.00E-05 5.00E-05 4.87E-06  2.10E-07 2.32E+01
Hexachlorobutadiene 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04  4.40E-04 2.21E+00
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 6.90E-07 1.41E+03
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine  1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 5.00E-06 1.95E+02
Pentachl orophenol 1.00E-02 1.00E-02 9.73E-04 2.80E-04 3.48E+00
Toxaphene 5.00E-03 5.00E-03 4.87E-04  7.30E-07 6.67E+02

HH-AWQC = Ambient Water Quality Criteriafor human health.

# The estimated concentration in the leachate as it |eaves the unit boundary.

b

The estimated concentration in the groundwater asit enters the surface water; if this value exceeds a

HH-AWQC then the facility is considered to have the potentia for an environmental release.
¢ The estimated concentration in the surface water after complete mixing.
4 Theratio of the surface water concentration to the HH-AWQC; if this ratio exceeds 1, then the facility

is considered to pose a potential risk to surface water quality.

Table 3-16. Facility-Level Resultsfor Groundwater to Surface Water
Pathway by Dechar acterization Status

Facility Status

Risk resultsbased on reported concentrations

Never characteristic
Decharacterized

All facilities with reported values

Risk resultsbased on surrogate/DL concentrations

Never characteristic
Decharacterized

All facilities with surrogate/DL values

479 (11%)
311 (7%)
790 (18%)

918 (21%)
161 (4%)
1,079 (24%)

Environmental
Release?

May Exceed
Risk Criteria®

29 (0.7%)
14 (0.3%)
44 (1.0%)

9 (0.2%)
22 (0.5%)
31 (0.7%)

DL = Detection limit.

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).
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Table 3-17. Impoundment-L evel Resultsfor Groundwater to Surface Water
Pathway by Liner Status

Environmental May Exceed

Impoundment Status Release? Risk Criteria®
Risk resultsbased on reported concentrations
Lined 1,123 (9%) 0 (0%)
Not lined 1,028 (9%) 64 (0.5%)
All impoundments with reported values 2,150 (18%) 64 (0.5%)
Risk resultsbased on surrogate/DL concentrations
Lined 426 (4%) 0 (0%)
Not lined 1,121 (9%) 74 (0.6%)
All impoundments with surrogate/DL values 1,547 (13%) 74 (0.6%)

DL = Detection limit.

2 Number of impoundments (percentages are of the total number of in scope impoundments, approximately 11,900).

Table 3-18. Facility-L evel Resultsfor Groundwater to Surface Water Pathway by
Discharge Status®

Environmental May Exceed

Facility Status Release? Risk Criteria®
Risk resultsbased on reported concentrations
Direct dischargers 622 (14%) 14 (0.3%)
Zero dischargers 115 (3%) 27 (0.6%)
All facilities with reported values’ 738 (17%) 42 (0.9%)
Risk results based on surrogate/DL concentrations
Direct dischargers 906 (20%) 31 (0.7%)
Zero dischargers 76 (2%) 0 (0%)
All facilities with surrogate/DL values® 982 (22%) 31 (0.7%)

DL = Detection limit.

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

® Note that the facility totals for Tables 3-16 through 3-18 do not match. Thisis because the patterns of missing
data are different for each of the tables, and the weight adjustments for missing data lead to dightly different
estimates.

3.3.3 Discussion of Uncertainties
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There are several key uncertainties that should be considered in interpreting the results of
the surface water quality screening assessment. These are grouped under parameter uncertainties,
modeling uncertainties, and results uncertainties. This section identifies these sources of
uncertainty and qualitatively describes how each may influence the results. Additional detailson
these uncertainties are presented in Appendix C to this report.

3.3.3.1 Parameter Uncertainties. The critical parameters required for the screening
modeling of surface waterbodies included flow rates and dilution/attenuation factors.

] Flow Rates. Flow rates were a potentialy significant source of uncertainty; the
low flow rate (7Q10) was often greater than the average flow rate, suggesting that
the data sources were highly variable. In addition, many flow rate estimates are
based on end-of-stream locations, which could be a substantial distance from the
point at which the groundwater could reasonably be expected to intersect with the
surface waterbody. Consequently, the river dilution factor calculated from the
flow rate may be highly uncertain.

u Dilution/Attenuation Factors. For surface waterbodies within 150 meters, a
default DAF of 1.0 was chosen. This value tends to overestimate the contaminant
flux in groundwater that reaches the surface waterbody. The DAFsin Industrial
Waste Evaluation Model (IWEM) were used for waterbodies beyond 150 meters
and, as with the default DAF, these were devel oped for a groundwater screening
tool. The resulting groundwater concentrations will generally lead to an
overprediction of the contaminant concentration in the surface waterbody.

3.3.3.2 Modeling Uncertainties. The screening modeling for the groundwater to surface
water pathway simplifies the fate and transport of chemicals from groundwater to surface water
and is based on several assumptions. These simplifications generaly rely on precautionary
assumptions and, as a result, the modeling approach tends to overpredict the potential effects on
water quality.

] Groundwater Flow Direction. For the surface water screening, groundwater
flow direction was inferred from the topography and a plausible groundwater flow
direction was established perpendicular to the receiving waterbody—either a
flowing waterbody or a quiescent system such as a small pond. In addition, the
plume was assumed to completely intersect with the waterbody so that the
groundwater would exert the maximum impact on the surface waterbody. The
combination of these assumptions creates a bias toward higher surface water
concentrations.

] Designation of Fishable Waterbody. The closest fishable waterbody was
identified for each impoundment based on both survey responses and simple
decision rules. However, there may be substantial uncertainty in this selection
because, in many instances, survey responses were not useful in identifying the
closest fishable waterbody.
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] Infiltration Rates. The infiltration rates used in this analysis were developed
with the EPACMTP model using generalized soils data. These are not site-
specific data but are intended to represent the conditions expected in the area.
The infiltration rates are not site-specific and may over- or underpredict the
contaminant flux to groundwater.

3.3.3.3 Results Uncertainties. It isimportant to consider severa key uncertaintiesin
Interpreting the significance of the surface water pathway results. The modeling approach is
based on the assumption of instantaneous and thorough dilution throughout the surface
waterbody, which would create a constant exposure profile for human usage throughout the
entire receiving waterbody. In reality, contaminant release into the surface waterbody through
this pathway would likely be associated with a concentration gradient that would vary the
exposure pattern throughout the length of the waterbody. In many instances, only a small portion
of the receiving waters may actually maintain chemical concentrations above the HH-AWQC.
For the highest area of contamination (perhaps a “favorite” fishing spot), the dilution may mask
potentially adverse impacts on surface water quality. Nevertheless, the results of this analysis
suggested that, despite the proximity of receiving waterbodies to surface impoundments, the risks
from adverse effects to surface water quality are generally low nationwide.

] Data Gaps. The screening criteria (HH-AWQC) selected for this analysis were
identified in EPA’s compilation of national recommended water quality criteria
developed pursuant to section 304(a) of the Clean Water Act. An HH-AWQC
was not available for all of the constituents that failed the preliminary screen;
therefore, the results may not capture impacts from all chemicals that may be
released through this pathway.

u Additive/Synergistic Effects. The screening modeling does not address the
possibility that other contaminant sources may be releasing similar chemical
constituents into the same waterbody. For waterbodies that are already receiving
significant contaminant loads of similar chemicals (or synergistic chemicals), the
chemical release from an impoundment may be a significant contributor to water
quality degradation.

] Surface Water asa Drinking Water Source. Some facilities were located next
to freshwater systems and others were located adjacent to saline estuarine systems.
In freshwater systems EPA used HH-AWQC that assume both fish consumption
and use of the waterbody as a drinking water source without treatment. Because
few people use untreated surface water as a source of drinking water, some of the
results are overestimates of the potential groundwater to surface water risk. In
estuarine systems, EPA assumed the water would not be used as a source of
drinking water and only used the HH-AWQC that are based on fish consumption.
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34  Other Indirect Pathways

3.4.1 Methodology

The potential for industrial sites with surface impoundments to pose arisk to surrounding
populations through indirect exposure pathways was evaluated using a screening analysis that
was implemented in two stages. Table 3-19 provides an overview of the methodol ogy used.

In reviewing the indirect pathway methodology and resultsit isimportant to consider the
limited nature and explicit purpose of thisrisk screening. This anaysisranks and orders
facilities and impoundments based on whether they have the potential to generate an indirect risk.
Unlike the previous risk analysis of groundwater, air and groundwater to surface water this
analysis does not use models to predict the movement of chemicals through indirect pathways
and therefore this analysis never measures the actual degree of indirect risk, thisanaysis only
identifies the potential for risk. Itislikely that many of the facilitiesin this screening analysis
that are indicated to have the potential for an indirect risk would not actually indicate arisk of
concern if modeling were conducted. This was certainly observed in the risk analysis of
groundwater, air, and groundwater to surface water. Since indirect pathways often involve even
more complex and highly site specific movement of contaminants through several different
environmental compartments (e.g., sludge to wind blown dust to crops to cattle to humans) it is
even more likely that many potential indirect exposure pathways would not be completed and as
aresult the proportion of facilities with actual indirect risk are likely to be far less than those with
only the potential for risk.

In the first stage of the indirect screening, EPA reviewed the constituents reported in the
surveys to identify a short list of constituents of focused concern for indirect exposure. The
tendency to bioaccumulate is a chemical property that is considered especialy relevant for
Indirect pathways of exposure where accumulation occursin food chains and humans ingest
these foods. This screening-level assessment of indirect pathways focused on those chemicals
having a significant potential to bioaccumulate. The first step was to rank order all the
constituents reported in the surveys, irrespective of their concentrations, according to their
potential to bioaccumulate considering chemical-specific data on bioaccumulation. Based on this
rank ordering, 37 constituents were included in our assessment of indirect exposure pathways.
These chemicals are shown in Table 3-20.

The second stage of the screening analysis was to identify all facilities that reported
managing these constituents and to screen these facilities according to their potential for indirect
exposures. This potential was evaluated by examining facility-specific data and environmental
settings, including probable proximity to receptors such as residents, farmers, and fishers. The
release scenarios considered were volatilization of constituents from wastewater, particul ate
entrainment or erosion of constituents from exposed sludge, and leaching of constituents from
wastewater into groundwater with subsequent transport and release to surface water.

The criteria considered in the ranking process included size of the surface impoundment,
distance from the impoundment to the nearest receptor, slope of the terrain in the vicinity of the
site (which impacts the degree of erosion/runoff that may occur in some cases after closure), size
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Table 3-19. Overview of Tiered Risk Assessment Methodology for Indirect Pathway Assessment

Risk Assessment Methodology—Indirect Pathway

Human Health

Chronic Risk Measure: Numeric ranking scheme for potential completion of indirect pathways

Analysis

Stage Approach

Preliminary B Precautionary screen for indirect

screen exposure potential conducted at the
facility-level

B Focus on bioaccumulative chemical
congtituents that may poserisk via
indirect exposures

B Eliminate facilities from further
evaluation that do not manage
bi oaccumulative chemicals

Release ®  Take full advantage of site-specific
Assessment information on physiography,
residences, presence of farms, location
of nearest waterbody
B Consider potential from exposures
associated with active impoundments
aswell asfor postclosure scenario
B Scoring criteriainclude impoundment
characteristics such as surface area,
proximity to receptors, and
groundwater-surface water modeling
results
B Use the numeric ranking criteriato
identify facilities with the highest
potential to complete indirect
pathways

Receptor Exposure

Indirect exposures (e.g., food chain) are
considered to be a function of the presence
or absence of bioaccumulative chemicals

Ingestion of fruits and vegetables grown in
local gardens or on local farms

Ingestion of animals and animal products
raised on local farms

Ingestion of fish caught in fishable
waterbodies located near the facility
Receptors and farms located at actual
distances reported in the survey responses
or identified using GIS tools

Key Variables

Source concentration data indicating
that the facility manages
bioaccumul ative chemicals

Impoundment characteristics (e.g.,
size)

Distance to farms, residences
Distance to fishable waterbodies
Results from gw-sw pathway
screening modeling

Impoundment characteristics
Physiographical characteristics
indicating potential for erosion/runoff
of soil particles

GI S = Geographic information system.
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Table 3-20. Chemicals Selected for Inclusion in Indirect Exposure
Pathway Ranking Analysis
p,p-DDT Fluorene Polychlorinated biphenyls
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene 2,3,7,8-TCDD
3-Methylcholanthrene 1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene Lead
Chlordane, apha & gammaisomers 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol Mercury
7,12-Trimethylbenz[a] anthracene Endosulfan Cadmium
Lindane Hexachlorobenzene Toxaphene

Dieldrin
Endrin
Methoxychlor
p,p-DDD
p,p-DDE
Heptachlor

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
Kepone

Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene

Aldrin

Pentachlorobenzene

Heptachlor epoxide, alpha, beta,
and gammaisomers

Pentachl orodibenzofurans
Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxins
Pentachl orodibenzo-p-dioxins
Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxins
Hexachlorodibenzofurans
Tetrachlorodibenzofurans

of the waterbody (which can influence the degree of dilution following deposition of
bioaccumulative chemicals into waterbodies such as lakes, rivers, or creeks). These criteriawere
quantified and integrated into a numerical ranking framework designed to provide a consistent
protocol to determine the potential for complete exposure pathways. The decisionto list a
facility as potential concern, lower concern, or least concern is based on the outcome of the

numeric scheme.

The rankings assigned to facilities are based exclusively on an assessment of current site-
conditions, including both impoundment status and environmental setting criteriain the vicinity
of the facilities. However, afuture closure scenario was aso included in the analysis to address
potential risks following impoundment closure. The future closure scenario is based on the
precautionary assumption that all impoundments close without taking action to mitigate
environmental releases such as dredging of residual sludge and capping to prevent
erosion/runoff. Because of the precautionary assumptions underlying the future closure scenario,
the results of this portion of the analysis are used to qualify the overall rankings given to
individual facilities, but are not considered explicitly in assigning those rankings. Appendix C
provides additional detail on the methodology, and Attachment 17 of Appendix C presents the

full ranking results.

Once the screening had been completed to identify facilities where indirect pathways are
of potential concern, EPA generated national estimates of the proportion of facilities that could
pose concerns due to indirect pathway exposures. The measures used to portray the resultsin
Tables 3-1 and 3-2 (overview of results) and in the tables described below, are as follows:

u Potential Concern: Thisrisk metric is an indicator of the potential for completion
of more than one indirect exposure pathway at the facility.
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] Lower Concern: Thisrisk metric isan indicator of the potential for completion of
one indirect exposure pathway at the facility and, therefore, of relatively lower
concern.

] Least Concern: Thisrisk metric isan indicator of low potential to complete even

one indirect exposure pathway at the facility.
34.2 Results

The screening analysis generated a number of results that provide a different perspective
on whether facilities have the potential to pose indirect exposures of concern to surrounding
populations. Theseinclude: (1) overall rankings, which summarize the overall facility-rankings
across the entire set of facilities that manage bioaccumulative chemicals, (2) results presented
according to which receptor population and exposure pathways are of concern. Appendix C
provides additional detail on these results and additional perspectives of potential interest.

3.4.2.1 Overall Results. Table 3-217 summarizes the overall results by characterization
status of the indirect pathway screening analysis, expressed as national estimates. Six percent of
facilitiesfall into the potential concern category for indirect exposure. Table 3-22 presents the
overall results by regulatory status, also expressed as national estimates, and indicates that all
facilities classified as of potential concern are direct dischargers.

3.4.3 Discussion of Uncertainties

The qualitative character of the indirect exposure pathway anaysis leads to several major
areas of uncertainty that affect interpretation of the results. These are grouped under parameter
uncertainties, modeling uncertainties, and results uncertainties. Additional details on these
uncertainties are presented in Appendix C to this report.

Table 3-21. Facility-Level Resultsfor Indirect Pathways by Dechar acterization Status

Facility Status Lower Concern? Potential Concern®
Never characteristic 2,153 (48%) 116 (3%)
Decharacterized 466 (10%) 169 (4%)
All facilities 2,620 (59%) 285 (6%)

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

" Because specific chemical concentrations are not used in the indirect assessment, these results are not
divided into reported vs. surrogate DL as other results are.
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Table 3-22. Facility-L evel Resultsfor Indirect Pathways by Dischar ge Status®

Facility Status Lower Concern? Potential Concern®
Direct dischargers 2,487 (56%) 272 (6%)
Zero dischargers 181 (4%) 0 (0%)
All facilities® 2,668 (60%) 272 (6%)

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

b The facility total for Table 3-22 does not equal the facility total for Table 3-21 because the patterns of
missing data are different for each of the tables, and the weight adjustments for missing data lead to dightly
different estimates.

3.4.3.1 Parameter Uncertainties. Key parameters required for this analysisfall into one
of two broad categories, including facility performance parameters and environmental setting
parameters. Various sources of uncertainty can impact each of these parameters. The following
parameter uncertainties are believed to have the greatest potential impact on the indirect exposure
pathway screening assessments.

] Distance to Nearest Receptor. The distance between specific impoundments and
the nearest receptor (i.e., residential areas, farms, or fishable waterbodies) was
estimated using a combination of aerial photos and topographic maps. Although
these measurements were made using the most up to-date photos and maps
available, some of the photos and maps were somewhat dated and possibly
inaccurate. Thisintroduces uncertainty in the distance-to-nearest-receptor
measurements because land use change could result in areceptor either being
added to or removed from agiven study area. Thisislessof anissuein
identifying fishable waterbodies.

] Assessment of Potential for Erosion/Runoff. Topographic maps used to assess
slope and the potential for sheet versus channel flow may not be current, in which
case significant changes in land use (which would not show up on older maps)
could introduce uncertainty into the characterization of this parameter.

3.4.3.2 Modeling Uncertainties. Theindirect exposure pathway screening assessment is a
facility-level evaluation intended to rank facilities according to their potential for complete
indirect exposure pathways. This analysis uses a ranking algorithm together with facility-specific
and environmental setting criteriato generate overall ranking scores for individual exposure
pathways. The criteriaused in this analysis were selected as surrogates for key factors related to
human health risk (e.g., impoundment surface area was used as a surrogate for level of chemical
emissions, distance to receptor was used as a surrogate for level of dispersion following source
release). The use of these surrogate parameters as criteriain the ranking algorithms for
individual exposure pathways, while appropriate given the screening nature of the analysis, does
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introduce modeling uncertainty into the analysis. In addition, there are uncertainties associated
with the ranking algorithms used in the analysis.

u Use of ranking algorithms. The ranking algorithm used in this analysis assumes
an additive relationship between the criteriathat are considered. However, in
relation to actual risk, these criteria may have multiplicative or other nonlinear
relationships to each other, in which case the overall importance of individual
criteria could be misrepresented in the ranking algorithm.

] Use of surface area as a surrogate parameter. Total aggregated impoundment
surface areafor agiven facility was used as a surrogate for the level of constituent
emissions from that facility. However, awide range of factors can influence the
degree of source emissions from an impoundment including chemical
composition of the wastewater/sludge and other environmental
setting/impoundment characteristics. Consequently, use of surface areaas a
surrogate for emissions levels does introduce uncertainty into the analysis.

] Use of distanceto receptor as a surrogate parameter. The shortest distance
from any of the impoundments at afacility to the nearest offsite receptor (i.e.,
resident, farmer, or fisher) was used as a surrogate for the degree of chemical
dispersion that would occur following release. However, a wide range of factors
in addition to distance-to-receptor can impact dispersion including meteorology,
topography, and the specific characteristics of the source release.

3.4.3.3 Results Uncertainties. The indirect exposure screening analysisis designed to
identify which facilities have the potential to pose an indirect exposure pathway risk to
surrounding populations. Given this scope, the analytical framework for the screening analysis
uses a combination of surrogate criteria and simple additive ranking algorithms in place of a
formal site-specific risk assessment framework to generate ranking results. While this semi-
guantitative approach does support ranking of facilities with regard to the potential for indirect
exposure pathway risk, care should be taken not to overextend conclusions drawn from the
analysis. A similar issue appliesto results produced for the current status scenario versus future
closure scenario.

] Drawing Conclusions from the Analysis. Because the indirect exposure
screening analysis uses surrogate criteria combined with simple additive
algorithms to rank facilities, there is significant uncertainty associated with the
overall analysis that should be considered in interpreting results. Whilethis
degree of uncertainty is considered acceptable for a first-pass assessment asto
whether individual facilities have the potential for indirect exposure pathway risk,
it precludes drawing any conclusions regarding the potential magnitude of risk
that these facilities could pose.

u Current Status Scenario Versus Future Closure Scenario Results. Thereis
significantly greater uncertainty associated with results generated for the future
closure scenario than for the current status scenario. This discrepancy results
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from the fact that the current status scenario is based on best available data

regarding the current status of modeled facilities, while the future closure scenario

Is not intended as a “best guess” of future closure conditions at sites, but rather as
a precautionary analysis of the potential for indirect exposure pathway risk should
impoundments close without sufficient postclosure actions being taken to limit
constituent mobility. Reflecting this discrepancy in uncertainty, overall rankings
for the indirect exposure screening analysis are based only on results for current
status scenario—results from the future closure scenario are not considered in
assigning these rankings. However, the results of the future closure scenario
could be used to qualify the results of the current status scenario since they
provide perspective on how many facilities could pose an indirect exposure
pathway risk should impoundment closure occur without remediation.

3.5 Ecological Risk Screening

Industrial wastes managed in surface impoundments can potentially cause adverse effects
on flora and fauna in natural systems. Many impoundments are located near rivers and
waterbodies and are freely accessible to wildlife. Moreover, some chemicals are more toxic to
wildlife than to humans; wildlife species generally have higher metabolic rates than humans and,
therefore, eat, drink, and breathe proportionately more contaminants than humans. In addition,
nonhuman organisms live in closer association with their immediate environment and often
cannot avoid contamination or replace destroyed food sources as humans can. For this study,
EPA assessed the potential for impoundments to pose risks to populations and communities of
ecological receptors that live in and near surface impoundments.

3.5.1 Methodology

Table 3-23 provides an overview of the methodology used to assess potential ecological
risks. The ecological risk screening was similar to the first screening stage of the human health
risk analysis, but did not go beyond that stage to consider actual exposures and did not rely on
fate and transport modeling. The assessment strategy is intended to represent only the potential
for adverse ecological effects, not the actual risk posed to wildlife.

In reviewing the ecological risk screening methodology and results it is important to
consider the limited nature and explicit purpose of this evaluation. This analysis ranks and
orders facilities and impoundments based on their potential to generate an ecological threat.
Unlike the previous risk analysis of groundwater, air, and groundwater to surface water, this
analysis does not use models to predict the movement of chemicals through the environment and
actual exposure through the food chain. In this way the ecological risk screening analysis never
measures the actual degree of ecological risk; this analysis only identifies the potential for risk. It
is likely that many of the facilities in this analysis that are indicated to have the potential for an
ecological risk would not actually indicate a risk of concern if modeling were conducted. This
was certainly observed in the risk analysis of groundwater, air, and groundwater to surface water.
Because the ecological pathways often involve even more complex and highly site-specific
movement of contaminants through several different environmental compartments and food
chains (e.g., sludge to windblown dust to flora to fauna to other fauna), it is even more likely that
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Table 3-23. Overview of Tiered Risk Assessment Methodology for
Screening Ecological Risk Assessment

Risk Assessment M ethodology
Ecological Receptors
Chronic Risk M easures: (1) M edia concentrationsin excess threshold concentration and

Analysis (2) Exposurein excess of a reference dose
Stage
Approach Receptor Exposure Key Variables
Preliminary B Screen using protective ® Direct consumption of B |mpoundment
Screen ecological screening impoundment water chemical
factors for range of taxa ® Direct contact with concentrations
® Use endpoints relevant to contaminants in sludge and ®m Ecological
population sustainability impoundment water benchmarksincluding
and community ® Direct ingestion of sludge and NOAELs
structure/function plant/animals in contact with ® Ecological exposure
®  Eliminate impoundments the sludge factors
with no evidence of risk B Receptors presumed to have
from further evaluation compl ete access to
®  Ascertain potential for impoundment and rely on
adverse ecological effects immediate area as major food
across habitats source
® Dividefacilitiesinto two
categories based on the

number of receptor
exceedances: potential
concern or lower concern
® |dentify sensitive and

protected ecosystemsin the
proximity of facilitieswith
chemicals that exceed risk
criteria

NOAEL = No observed adverse effect level.

many potential ecological pathways would not be completed; as aresult, the proportion of
facilities with actual ecological risk islikely to be far smaller than the proportion with only the
potential for risk.

A screening assessment was performed to estimate the potentia risk for awide variety of
plants and animals. EPA assigned receptors to each facility based on regional data sources and
land use characteristics at each facility. EPA screened for ecological risk in amanner similar to
that used in the preliminary screening stage for noncancer risks for humans. The assessment
compares chemical concentrations in surface impoundment water and sludge to concentrations
that are considered protective of animals and plants. When thisratio, or hazard quotient,
exceeds 1, there is the potential for adverse effects; if the result isless than 1, adverse effects are
not expected for a particular ecological receptor. The ecological screening assessment is
precautionary because it is based on direct ingestion or uptake of the surface impoundment
influent. Risk was assessed for birds, mammals, and amphibians as well as for organisms that
live in the soil, water, and sediment (e.g., worms, fish, and insect larvae). Plantsthat grow in
water and those that grow on land were also assessed. By including many different types of
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ecological receptors, EPA can infer adegree of protection to ecosystems asawhole? An
additional element of the ecological screening considered whether surface impoundments are
located near sensitive ecosystems such as wetlands, wildlife refuges, or national forests.

The final stage of the screening-level assessment was to compare the number of each
facility’s risk exceedancé@so the median number of exceedances (38 exceedances) for all the
facilities that did not screen out. Using this standard, facilities were placed in two categories:

] Potential concern: Facilities having at least the median number of exceedances
for ecological receptors (i.e., 38 or more exceedances).

u Lower concern: Facilities having fewer than the median number of exceedances
for ecological receptors.

Note that the selection of the median number of exceedances does not guarantee that an equal
number of facilities will be assigned to the two risk categories. The risk results from the sample
population are weighted-up to produce the national risk estimates; therefore, the percentages for
each risk category reflect the weights and missing data patterns as well as the exceedance rate.

3.5.2 Resaults

Based on the comparison with screening factors, a total of 34 chemicals exceeded the risk
criteria for at least one receptor at one impoundment, and 54 of the more than 62 ecological
receptors considered in this assessment showed potential risk exceedances. These receptor taxa
include mammals, birds, and plants, as well as organisms living in the soil, water, and sediment.
Wildlife species for which potential risks were indicated cover a variety of taxa and feeding
strategies, from species that depend on aquatic systems for food (e.g., mink, river otter,
kingfisher, great blue heron) to those typical of terrestrial systems (e.g., terrestrial plants, coyote,
white tailed deer, cerulean warbler). These results were not based on modeling; they represent a
screening-level exposure assessment that implies direct usage of the impoundment by wildlife.
EPA recognizes that, although direct usage is possible, surface impoundments are not designed to
provide habitat and it is highly unlikely that many receptors would rely on an impoundment
exclusively to provide shelter, food sources, and other attributes of functioning habitats.
Nevertheless, these results do measure the potential ecological impacts at a national level.

8 Regionally unique species occurring in coastal areas of the southeastern United States (e.g., Florida
manatee) and other species listed as threatened and endangered were not evaluated in the analysis. However, the
precautionary nature of the screening factors, which are based on standards such as EPA ambient water quality
criteriaand no observed effects levels, implies some degree of protection for species already considered to be under
stress.

% Risk exceedances are defined as the ratio of the chemical concentration in the medium of interest to the
ecological screening factors for surface water, sludge, and soil, as appropriate.
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Figure 3-2 presents the nationally weighted facility results correlated with potentially
sensitive ecosystems such as wetlands and managed areas (e.g., national wildlife refuges,
national forests). Approximately 25 percent of all facilities that show screening-level risk
exceedances are located within 1 km of a permanently flooded wetland or 3 km of a managed
area. Figure 3-2 illustrates the relative level of exceedances for lower concern (light shading)
and potential concern (dark shading). At facilitiesidentified as of potential concern, 19 percent
are located within 1 km of awetland and 7 percent are located within 3 km of a managed area.
At facilities listed as lower concern, 19 percent are located within 1 km of awetland and 14
percent are located within 3 km of amanaged area. Slightly more than 3 percent of these
facilities have both awetland within 1 km and a managed areawithin 3 km.

3.5.2.1 Quantitative Risk Estimation for Ecological Risk Screening. Tables 3-24 and
3-25 summarize the ecological screening results. Because of the screening nature of the
assessment and the precautionary exposure assumptions used, these results are associated with a
high level of uncertainty. As shown in Table 3-24, 29 percent of facilities may pose potential
concern for ecological receptors. Table 3-24 distinguishes the facilities according to whether
they manage decharacterized wastes, and Table 3-25 distinguishes facilities according to their
discharge status. Most of the facilities of potential concern manage never characteristic wastes
and are direct dischargers. Thisis consistent with the fact that 80 percent of facilities manage
never characteristic wastes and the vast majority of facilities are direct dischargers.

500
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100 -

50 ~
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| .

Wetland within 1 km Managed area within 3  Wetland within 1 km
km and managed area
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Figure 3-2. Summary of sensitive ecosystem analysis.
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Table 3-24. Facility-L evel Resultsfor Ecological Risk by Decharacterization Status

Facility Status L ower Concern® Potential Concern?
Never characteristic 2,007 (45%) 1,037 (23%)
Decharacterized 352 (8%) 273 (6%)
All facilities 2,359 (53%) 1,310 (29%)

aNumber of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

Table 3-25. Facility-Level Resultsfor Ecological Risk by Dischar ge Status®

Facility Status L ower Concern® Potential Concern?
Direct dischargers 2,058 (46%) 1,072 (24%)
Zero dischargers 101 (2%) 160 (4%)
All facilities” 2,160 (48%) 1,232 (28%)

& Number of facilities (percentages are of the total number of facilities, approximately 4,500).

® The facility total for Table 3-25 does not equal the facility total for Table 3-24 because the patterns of missing
data are different for each of the tables, and the weight adjustments for missing data lead to dlightly different
estimates.

3.5.3 Discussion of Uncertainties Associated with Screening Ecological Risk Analysis

The screening nature of the analysis leads to several major areas of uncertainty that affect
interpretation of the results. These are grouped under parameter uncertainties, modeling
uncertainties, and results uncertainties. Additional details on these uncertainties are presented in
Appendix C to this report.

3.5.3.1 Parameter Uncertainties. The key parameters required for the ecological risk
screening include the list of ecological receptors assigned to each facility, dietary assumptions,
and ecological screening factors. As appropriate for screening-level analyses, the selection of
parameter values tends to support a precautionary assessment.

] Ecological Receptor Assignments. Ecological receptors were assigned at each
facility as afunction of the land use patterns and presence of wetlands and/or
fishable waterbodies. This adds to the protective nature of the screening
assessment because not all facilities are located in areas of sufficient ecological
quality to sustain those receptors.
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] Assumptionson Dietary Exposure. Screening-level assessmentstypically
assume exclusive intake of contaminated prey in the diets of primary and
secondary consumers (i.e., 100 percent of the diet originates from the
contaminated ared), providing avery conservative estimate of potential risks.

u Conservatism of Screening Factors. Because the screening factors were
generally based on benchmarks for very low levels of effect for sensitive
endpoints, these factors tend to be precautionary of wildlife species and natural
communities.

3.5.3.2 Modeling Uncertainties. The screening ecological risk assessment did not
involve fate and transport modeling of chemical movement and uptake into plants and prey
items. Consequently, this direct exposure approach is precautionary in the sense that it implies
actual usage of the impoundment as habitat.

u Spatial Scale of Exposure. The screening level of resolution does not provide
Insight into the scope/size of ecological impacts. The size of the contaminated
areaisacritical determinant of the risk results because larger areas dilute
chemical concentrations. Restricting the area to the impoundment tends to bias
the results toward an overestimate of risk.

] Temporal Scale of Exposure. Thetiming is assumed to include the entirelife
stage of the wildlife species evaluated or, in the case of community-type receptors
(e.g., soil biota), aperiod that is relevant to the structure and function of the
community. The chronic, low-level exposure that thisimplies may be
underprotective of some species during sensitive lifestages or of short-lived
Species.

] Constant Chemical Concentration. The chemical concentration was assumed to
be constant for the screening analysis when, in reality, the chemical concentrations
in plants, prey, and mediawill vary over time and space. A constant chemical
concentration will tend to overpredict the potential risks to wildlife.

] Chemical Behavior. For screening purposes, al forms of a constituent are
assumed to be equally bioavailable and toxic. This assumption may either
overestimate or underestimate the actual exposures, depending on the
environmental characteristics. For example, the form of arsenic (i.e., elemental,
ionic, and methylated) has been shown to influence toxicity profoundly.

] Single Chemical Exposures. Therisk of each constituent is considered
separately in this analysis, and this may overlook possible synergistic effects.
Thisis one example of apotential underestimation of adverse effects.

3.5.3.3 Results Uncertainties. Aswith any screening ecological risk assessment, thereis
considerable uncertainty in the risk results associated with simplifying assumptions and data
limitations such as ecological benchmarks. Moreover, the screening analysis does not address
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the potential significance of predicted ecological impacts. Although the ecological risk results
indicate that the potential for adverse ecological effects exists at these facilities, it is not possible
to quantify that potential within the broader context of ecological health and sustainability. Key
uncertainties to consider in interpreting the risk results are as follows:

u Concentration Data Source. A portion of the risk findings are based on
surrogate data and detection limits, rather than on reported concentrations, which
contributes to the overall uncertainty in the results.

] Data Gaps. Protective ecological screening factors were developed for
constituents when sufficient data were available, which, for this analysis, included
41 chemicals. The absence of benchmarks may lead to the underestimation of
risks associated with stressors for those chemicals that could not be eval uated.

] No Additional Stressors. The only stressor assumed in the screening analysisis
the introduction of chemicalsinto the environment. In thefield, wildlife may be
exposed to avariety of stressors (e.g., habitat alteration) and, therefore, the risk
results may underestimate the potential for adverse effects.

] Threatened/Endanger ed Species. Only common species were evaluated in this
analysis. The sensitivity of endangered species that are aready under substantial
stressis not accounted for explicitly. Although the selection of screening
approach and parametersis inherently precautionary, it is possible that the results
do not capture the risks to sensitive species and habitats.

3.6  Summary and Conclusions

This section summarizes several key findings of the risk assessment and highlights
findings that address the statutory requirements for the scope of the study.

The assessment of potential risks posed by surface impoundments was based on atiered
approach designed to address comments from EPA’s Science Advisory Board and external peer
review comments on the technical plan. The first stage of this tiered approach was an initial
screening based on precautionary exposure assumptions. Subsequent stages increased the level
of realism through the use of increasing levels of facility-specific data, screening-level models,
and site-based models. At each stage in the analysis, EPA was able to identify chemicals at
particular surface impoundments and facilities that did not require further analysis. Given the
design of the overall approach, which proceeds from precautionary exposure scenarios to realistic
exposure scenarios, and based on the data available to EPA, the Agency has concluded that those
constituents and impoundments do not pose significant risks to human health or the environment.

The risk estimates developed in this study for human health and the screening conducted
for indirect exposures and ecological risks are based on an extensive analysis of the survey data
reported for a wide array of chemicals and impoundments of potential concern. EPA
acknowledges the uncertainties in the predicted risks and considers the following findings to be
representative of the population of industrial surface impoundments managing wastewaters.
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3.6.1 Summary of Major Risk Analysis Findings

] Most facilities and impoundments nationally do not appear to pose risks to human
health through environmental releases. Two percent of impoundments and 5
percent of facilities show potential risk exceedances for at least one pathway,
based on reported concentration data.

] Twenty-four percent of impoundments (21 percent of facilities) have the potential
for environmental releases to occur from impoundments by at |east one pathway,
considering the chemical concentrations present in the impoundments and site-
specific attributes such as the presence or absence of liners and proximity to
surface water. These releases do not appear to pose risks to human health;
however, some degradation of the environment is possible.

] For 23 percent of facilities and impoundments overall, EPA was not able to
estimate potential risks with any confidence due to lack of chemical concentration
data. This study portrays arange of possible findings, limited to the extent they
are based on inferred data and detection limits, that may provide insights into
potential risks or environmental releases for some portion of these facilities.

3.6.2 Findings by Pathway Based on Risk Analysis

] Direct inhalation risks can occur if atoxic chemical volatilizes from the
impoundment’s water surface, is carried by air dispersion to nearby residences,
and then isinhaled by residents. EPA developed risk estimates for the closest
residences, based on locations reported in the surveys or identified through census
information, and generated national estimates of the proportion and number of
facilities and impoundments exceeding levels of concern. Most facilities (87
percent) and impoundments (92 percent) appear to pose no concern. Four percent
of facilities and three percent of impoundments do not pose risks, but do show
releases that exceed levels of concern within 25 meters from impoundments. Four
percent of facilities and one percent of impoundments are estimated to have a
potential for risk exceedances to occur. Five percent of facilities and 4 percent of
Impoundments cannot be assessed with confidence due to incompl ete reporting of
concentration data. For those chemicals with reported concentration values, only
chlorodibromomethane and al pha-hexachl orocyclohexane exceeded risk criteria
and only acetaldehyde contributed to a calculated facility risk of potential concern.

u Groundwater ingestion risks can occur if impoundments release toxic chemicals
through the bottom or sides of the impoundment and these chemicals enter
groundwater and move through the subsurface to a drinking water well. EPA
developed risk estimates that could occur at the closest drinking water wells
reported in the surveys. If survey data were not available, EPA used census
information and assigned the receptor well to the nearest residence identified with
acensus block that reports drinking water well usage. The majority of facilities
and impoundments appear to pose no concerns. A very small percentage of
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facilitiesand impoundments have the potential for risk exceedances to occur at
the time the impacted groundwater reaches the closest well. Fourteen percent of
facilities and eleven percent of impoundments do not appear to pose risks but are
predicted to generate groundwater releases that will exceed levels of concern at or
beyond 150 meters of the unit boundary. About 19 percent of facilities and 22
percent of impoundments cannot be assessed with confidence due to the lack of
concentration data.

] Groundwater to surface water risks can occur if impoundments release toxic
chemicals through the bottom or sides of the impoundment and these chemicals
migrate through groundwater, discharge into nearby surface water, and
contaminate fish and drinking water supplies. EPA identified exceedances of
human health ambient water quality that could occur to surface waterbodies that
were reported in the surveys and generated national estimates. Fifty-six percent of
facilities do not appear to pose concerns by this pathway. About 18 percent of
facilities may produce contaminated groundwater concentrations that exceed the
HH-AWQC at the point of entry into the surface waterbody. One percent of
facilities may contribute to exceedances of EPA’s HH-AWQC by this pathway.
About 25 percent of facilities could not be assessed with confidence because of
the lack of concentration data.

3.6.3 Findings Based on Risk Screening

EPA also screened for potential risks to human health through other indirect pathways
and screened for potential risks to ecological receptors.

u Indirect pathway risks can occur when humans ingest food sources that have
been contaminated indirectly by surface impoundment releases. For example,
toxic chemicals can evaporate, move by dispersion through air, and then deposit
on nearby crops and contaminate food sources. Another example may occur when
impoundments close with sludge left in place; chemicals present in those sludges
can move with stormwater, or by erosion, onto nearby soil and crops or can be
dispersed as dust. Based on a screening analysis and precautionary assumptions,
an estimated 6 percent of facilities nationally may pose the greatest potential
concern through indirect pathways.

u Ecological risks are possible for flora and fauna in natural systems located near
impoundments. Many impoundments are located near rivers and waterbodies and
are freely accessible to wildlife. The objective of the ecological screening was to
characterize the national potential for adverse ecological effects associated with
the management of chemicals in impoundments considered within the scope of
this study. Although the screening methods imply that the impoundment is used
directly as habitat, the intent of the screen is to characterize the potential for
adverse ecological effects at the site, not simply from direct use of the
impoundment. The measure of this potential was based on ecotoxicological
endpoints relevant to the sustainability of wildlife populations (e.g., reproductive
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effects) and the structure and function of communities (e.g., growth and survival
of key species). Based only on thisinitial screening level analysis and using
precautionary assumptions, no more than 29 percent of facilities nationally may
pose potential concerns to ecological receptorsthat live near, or make direct use
of, surface impoundments.

3.6.4 Additional Findings of Interest

EPA examined potential risks for decharacterized wastes separately from never
characteristic wastes and also examined potential risks depending on discharge status. Thiswas
to address the statutory intent in the 1996 Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act that the study
assess decharacterized wastewaters managed in surface impoundments subject to the Clean
Water Act.

u The results suggest that impoundments managing decharacterized waste may be
associated with higher risks than those managing never characteristic waste for
two pathways of concern. For one pathway, direct inhalation, the trend is
reversed, with never characteristic waste representing two-thirds of the overall
risk. Thisislargely because most impoundments (about 80 percent) manage
never characteristic wastes. However, for al pathways, including direct
inhalation, the rates of risk exceedances for decharacterized wastes were higher
than for never characterized wastes.

] The bulk of facilities are direct dischargers,; consequently, most of the potential
risk exceedances and environmental releases are associated with direct
dischargers. For the groundwater to surface water pathway, the rates of potential
HH-AWQC exceedances are much higher for zero dischargers even though the
national numbersin that group are relatively small.
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Chapter 4

Regulatory/Program Coverage and Gaps Analysis

4.0 Introduction and Background

This chapter presents EPA’s regulatory/program coverage and gaps analysis in support of
the Surface Impoundment Study. The regulatory/program coverage and gaps analysis was
conducted to satisfy provisions of (1) the Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act of 1996 and
(2) a consent decree in the matteEBf- v. Whitman. The methodology and regulatory coverage
findings are summarized under the following sections:

4.1 Regulatory/Program Analysis Methodology

4.2  Coverage and Potential Gaps in Existing Programs and Regulations Addressing
Air Risks

4.3  Coverage and Potential Gaps in Existing Programs and Regulations Addressing
Nonair Risks

4.4  The Role of EPA’s Multimedia Strategy for PBT Pollutants in Reducing Risks
from Surface Impoundments.

4.1 Regulatory/Program Analysis M ethodology

The general approach for conducting the regulatory coverage and gaps analysis for this
study required a detailed review of provisions in applicable federal and state programs that
address surface impoundments, an evaluation of the extent to which the constituents of concern
are specifically addressed by such programs, and the extent to which the industry categories
covered by this study are addressed by the programs. The regulatory coverage and gaps were
identified and evaluated based on potential risks found by the human health and ecological risk
screening analyses, as described in Chapter 3. The regulatory gaps analysis addresses coverage
for each of the two human direct exposure pathways of concern (i.e., air and groundwater),
indirect pathways including groundwater releases to surface water, and other indirect pathways.
The information reflects risk results with varying levels of certainty. The level of certainty
depends, in part, on the extent to which the results were based on (1) reported concentration
values, and (2) surrogate data (including detection limit values). Regulatory gaps identified
based on this information thus carry the same level of varying certainty.
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4.1.1 Approach for Conducting Regulatory/Program Coverage and Gaps Analysis for Air
Risks

To evaluate regulatory coverage and potential gapsin regulations addressing air releases
from surface impoundments, EPA identified existing federal and state programs that potentially
address such releases. Federal programs evaluated included RCRA hazardous and nonhazardous
waste programs and the Clean Air Act. The specific activities and related analyses are
summarized below. The detailed analysisis presented in Section 4.2.

Existing RCRA Regulations/Programs That Can Address Air Risksfrom Non-
Hazardous Surface |mpoundments. EPA evauated existing RCRA regulations and programs
that address air emissions from nonhazardous waste surface impoundments. RCRA programs
(both federal and state) are included in this part of the analysis primarily to address the
requirement of the LDPFA to evauate the extent to which existing federal and state programs
address risks posed by decharacterized wastes in surface impoundments. The coverage analysis
also applies to never characteristic wastes managed in surface impoundments, thereby providing
additional information to support EPA’s obligations under the EDF consent decree. Programs
evaluated were:

] RCRA Subtitle C corrective action program (and the authority under RCRA
section 3005) to address air risks from nonhazardous surface impoundments
located at RCRA interim status and permitted facilities,

] RCRA Subtitle D (nonhazardous) waste regulations and state programs that
address air emissions from nonhazardous waste surface impoundments,

] EPA’s draftGuide for Industrial Waste Management (U.S. EPA, 1999a),

] Toxicity characteristic (TC) (to assess whether the management of impoundment
wastewaters not classified as hazardous by the TC could still result in
environmental air releases), and

] Other nonregulatory programs including the use of Supplemental Environmental
Projects (SEPs) and EPA’s Multimedia Strategy for Persistent, Bioaccumulative,
and Toxic Pollutants.

Existing RCRA Subtitle C Hazardous Waste Regulations and Programs That
Address Air Emissions from Hazardous Waste Surface Impoundments. Even though the
focus of the surface impoundment study is on nonhazardous wastes, hazardous waste
requirements were included in this part of the analysis to address the extent to which regulations
can address air risks from wastes in impoundments if these wastes were newly characterized or
listed as hazardous wastes. If a waste were classified as hazardous, then it would be subject to
current Subtitle C requirements.

The following provisions within the Subtitle C program were evaluated to determine the
extent to which these programs can address potential air risks: requirements for hazardous waste
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management units (e.g., Subpart K, Surface Impoundments), RCRA air emission control

standards (e.g., Subpart CC—Air Emission Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments, and
Containers), land disposal restrictions, the omnibus permitting authority under RCRA section
3005(c)(3), and the RCRA corrective action program.

This discussion assumes these wastes will continue to be managed in surface
impoundments even if they became subject to the Subtitle C requirements. It is perhaps more
realistic to assume that these wastes would be managed in tanks if they became subject to the
Subtitle C requirements (such that the LDR requirements would not apply). The tank
management scenario was evaluated as part of EPA’s Air Characteristics Study (U.S. EPA, 1998,
1999D).

Existing Clean Air Act Programs. The primary focus of the air pathway analysis was
the CAA requirements. Identifying potential gaps in current CAA regulations was required to
fulfill one of the obligations in the EDF consent decree. The analysis also provided information
needed to satisfy the requirements of the LDPFA. The analysis involved three interrelated
elements: (1) a waste management unit analysis to identify provisions within the CAA that can
address surface impoundments, (2) a constituent coverage analysis that focused on the
constituents of concern from the risk assessment, and (3) an industry coverage analysis that
focused on the industry categories within the scope of this study.

The outputs of the waste management unit, constituent, and industry analyses were
integrated with the findings of the risk assessment to identify those constituents and industry
categories for which regulations or programs may not adequately address potential risks.

4.1.2 Approach for Conducting Regulatory Program Coverage and Gaps Analysis for Nonair
Risks Found from Managing Nonhazar dous Waste in Surface | mpoundments

In addition to examining potential air risks, EPA investigated risks to other media as well.
In this portion of the analysis, EPA assessed program coverage of (1) risks resulting from
consumption of groundwater containing constituents released from surface impoundments,
(2) risks resulting from the contamination of surface water (from the groundwater pathway),
(3) risks posed via other indirect pathways (e.g., erosion runoff and deposition), and (4)
ecological risks, collectively identified as “nonair risks.” EPA evaluated the extent to which
these predicted risks are adequately addressed under existing federal and state programs.

4.1.2.1 Approach for Conducting Regulatory/Program Coverage and Gaps Analysis for
Groundwater and Surface Water Risks Found from Managing Nonhazardous Waste in Surface
Impoundments. Leachate from a nonhazardous waste surface impoundment can potentially
migrate through the subsurface and affect groundwater and surface water quality. Therefore, it
was necessary to identify existing regulations and programs that address the release of
constituents from nonhazardous waste surface impoundments to groundwater and surface water.

The general approach for identifying regulatory coverage by federal and state programs
comprises four general steps:
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1 Use therisk analysis results to identify constituents posing potentia risksto
groundwater.
2. Identify federal regulations and programs that address rel eases to groundwater

from nonhazardous waste surface impoundments.

3. Identify state regulations and programs that address releases to groundwater from
nonhazardous waste surface impoundments.

4. Determine if gap exists.

4.1.2.2 Approach for Conducting Regulatory Program Coverage and Gaps Analysis for
Risks Associated with Other Indirect Pathways. Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, EPA evaluated
potential risk scenarios from indirect pathways, including air deposition to surrounding crops and
exposures resulting from runoff and erosion of contaminated sludge particles onto local farms
and gardens. Runoff and erosion of contaminated sludge was assumed to occur after closure;
therefore, EPA evauated regulations and programs addressing industrial runoff, corrective
action, and postclosure care. EPA did not evaluate regulatory coverage of indirect risk posed by
air deposition separately; it isincluded in the air pathway coverage analysis.

4.1.2.3 Approach for Conducting Regulatory Program Coverage and Gaps Analysis for
Ecological Risks. The approach for evaluating regulatory coverage and gaps for any ecological
risks focused on reviewing regulations, programs, and guidance on location standards for new
units and other provisionsin federal and state programs designed to protect endangered and
threatened species and habitats.

4.2  Coverage and Potential Gapsin Existing Programs and Regulations Addressing Air
Risks

Qne of the primary ObJeCtIV?S of the Theintent of this chapter is to identify existing
surface impoundment study wasto investigate | programs/regulations that are used to address risks

gaps in the current hazardous waste from surface impoundments and to identify possible
characteristics and CAA programs for air gaps in them based on the results of the risk
risks associated with managing never assessment. If EPA determines these gaps must be

addressed, then the Agency may either: (1) use

characteristic wastes in surface existing programs as tools to address the gaps or (2)

impoundments. _A related objective wasto propose changes to existing regulations or propose
address the requirements of new regulations to address the gaps, such as new
section 3004(g)(10) of RCRA, asamended by | LDR requirements, a new hazardous waste

the LDPFA, which required EPA to evaluate characteristic, a new hazardous waste listing, or
' perhaps investigate the protectiveness of some of the

hazardous waste exclusions/exemptions.

the extent to which risks posed from
decharacterized wastes in surface
impoundments are adequately addressed
under existing state and federal programs.
This part of the study, which in part fulfills EPA’s obligation under both the EDF consent decree
and the LDPFA, describes the Agency’s analysis of coverage by regulations that address air risks
posed by wastes managed in surface impoundments.
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The regulatory coverage and gaps analysis for the air pathway addresses relevant RCRA,
CAA, and state regulations and programs; however, emphasisis placed on those constituents that
did not screen out of the study upon completion of the risk assessment for the air pathway. The
direct inhalation risk assessment determined that air emissions from surface impoundments can,
In some cases, potentially exceed the specified risk threshold. Specifically, the risk assessment
identified the possibility of risks associated with 13 chemicals. Refer to Chapter 3 for more
detailed information on the risk assessment findings.

421 Existing RCRA Rules and Programs That Address Air Risks

Existing RCRA Subtitle C and Subtitle D programs include various provisions that, when
implemented, can limit air emissions from nonhazardous waste surface impoundments. This
section includes the following:

] An anaysis of the ability of the RCRA Subtitle C corrective action program (and
the authority under RCRA section 3005) to address air risks from nonhazardous
surface impoundments located at RCRA interim status and permitted facilities
(Section 4.2.1.1).

] An anaysis of Subtitle D (nonhazardous) RCRA waste regulations and state
programs that address air emissions from nonhazardous waste surface
impoundments (Section 4.2.1.2).

u An analysis of coverage by EPA’s dr&ftide for Industrial Waste Management
(Section 4.2.1.3).

u An analysis of the TC regulatory levels to determine if the management of
impoundment wastewaters not classified as hazardous by the TC (e.g.,
decharacterized wastewaters or wastewaters that have never been hazardous
waste) could still result in environmental air releases (Section 4.2.1.4).

u A description of EPA’s enforcement program for SEPs and how it may be used to
address risks posed by nonhazardous waste surface impoundments. Note that the
use of SEPs is discretionary, and their potential application for addressing risks
posed by surface impoundments would be determined on a case-specific basis
(Section 4.2.1.5).

Finally, EPA’s Multimedia Strategy for Persistent, Bioaccumulative, and Toxic (PBT)
Pollutants (PBT Strategy) has the goal of reducing risks to human health and the environment
from current and future exposure to priority PBT pollutants. See Section 4.4 for an evaluation of
how the PBT initiative may affect constituents that may be found in surface impoundments.

4.2.1.1 RCRA Corrective Action Program, Permitting Authority under RCRA 3005, and
RCRA 7003. Facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste (TSDFs) must apply for a
RCRA Subtitle C permit. Under RCRA 3004(u), RCRA permits must require corrective action
for releases of hazardous waste or constituents from any solid waste management units
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(SWMUSs) as necessary to protect human health and the environment. TSDFsthat have not yet
received permits and have been authorized to operate under interim status may be compelled to
conduct corrective action under section 3008(h). Under the RCRA corrective action program, a
surface impoundment containing nonhazardous waste |ocated at a TSDF is considered an
SWMU. Therefore, releases from these impoundments, including air emissions, are subject to
corrective action requirements on a site-specific basis.* EPA can incorporate specific corrective
action requirements into the permit during the permitting process or when apermit isalready in
place. Corrective action requirements could include interim measures (e.g., use of atemporary
cover), institutional controls (such as deed restrictions or access controls), and application of
remediation technol ogies designed to contain, remove, and/or destroy contamination.

The survey indicates that about 33 percent of the surface impoundments nationwide that
fall within the scope of this study have been designated as SWMUs pursuant to the RCRA
corrective action RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) process (see also Chapter 2, Section 2.5, for
additional information on the permit and corrective action status of impoundments within the
scope of thisstudy). Thisindicates that a significant number of nonhazardous surface
impoundments are located at RCRA TSD facilities; these impoundments are being addressed by
EPA and the states on a priority basis, and thus no regulatory gaps should exist for these
Impoundments.

RCRA contains various additional permitting requirements for facilities. The omnibus
permitting authority at RCRA section 3005(c)(3) requires EPA to include in permits any
requirements necessary to protect human health and the environment. For impoundments
containing nonhazardous waste, permit writers may use their omnibus permitting authority under
RCRA 3005(c)(3) to impose additional standards to achieve the health-based requirements of
RCRA 3004(n).

RCRA section 3005(h) mandates, as a permit condition, that TSDFs that are also
generators must have a program in place to reduce the volume and toxicity of the waste they
generate. These waste minimization requirements, to the extent they are used to minimize
concentrations of constituents of concern that might be released to the air pathway, provide some
potential for control of air emissions.

Note that the imminent and substantial endangerment provision of RCRA section 7003
allows EPA, upon evidence of past or present handling of solid or hazardous waste, to require
any action necessary if asituation presents an imminent and substantial endangerment to health
or the environment. This authority appliesto al facilities that manage solid waste, whether or
not they have aRCRA permit, and could be used at any impoundment that is within the scope of
this study if the situation meets the statutory threshold.

4.2.1.2 Coverage by Sate Waste Programs. Historically, regulation of nonhazardous
waste has been provided by the states; however, state nonhazardous waste regulations typically

! See also EPA's policy on integrating RCRA corrective action with requirements imposed in permits
issued pursuant to other environmental laws at 55 FR 30798, 30808 (July 27, 1990), and 61 FR 19423, 19442
(May 1, 1996).
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do not include provisions that address inhalation risks from nonhazardous waste surface
impoundments. Previous studies summarizing state nonhazardous waste regul ations, including
ASTSWMO (1996), ICF (1993), and U.S. EPA (19953, 1995b), provide limited information on
programs for controlling air emissions from industrial nonhazardous waste surface
Impoundments.

EPA’s own analysis for this study indicates that, of the 50 states, only six have waste
regulations or other waste programs in place that address, to some degree, air emissions from
industrial nonhazardous waste surface impoundments. These states are California, Colorado,
Delaware, Louisiana, Maryland, and Pennsylvania (see also Appendix D, Section D-1, Summary
of State Regulations and Programs Covering Nonhazardous Industrial Waste Surface
Impoundments). The type of regulatory coverage varies considerably among these states. For
example, some states require monitoring and reporting of emissions and some require permits.
Another state regulates both fugitive dust and gas emissions. Note that this program coverage
discussion applies to waste programs (i.e., RCRA) and not air programs. State air regulations
should provide more extensive coverage for air releases from surface impoundments.

Note that EPA's analysis of state waste regulations and programs in Appendix D is based
on publicly available information rather than a survey of state regulators. EPA did not review
state air programs. Therefore, the analysis may not have identified all state regulations and
programs that address nonhazardous waste industrial surface impoundments. Furthermore, the
state regulatory coverage may change in the future.

Federal regulations for solid waste disposal facilities (including nonhazardous waste
surface impoundments) are given in 40 CFR Part 257, Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste
Disposal Facilities and Practices. Regulations that specifically address potential impacts to air
are identified in 40 CFR 257.3-7. However, the Part 257 applicability to air emissions from
surface impoundments of this study is limited to restrictions on open burning and referencing
applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP) requirements (see Part 257.3-7(a) and (b)). The
regulatory coverage of the Part 257 requirements does not provide additional restrictions beyond
those provided by the SIPs. Due to the complexity and potential for change, as noted above, SIPs
were not evaluated as part of this study.

4.2.1.3 Coverage by EPA’s Draft Guide for Industrial Waste Managemierit999,
EPA'’s Office of Solid Waste, in collaboration with states, industry, and environmental groups,
published the drafGuide for Industrial Waste Management (U.S. EPA, 1999a). The document,
which is voluntary and commonly referred to as the “Industrial D Guidance,” evaluates all
aspects of the design and operation of industrial waste management facilities to enable these
facilities to protect human health and the environment. It is designed primarily for new units and
can be used by state regulatory programs to evaluate their existing programs. The approach taken
in the guide is site-specific to help communities and facility managers identify a protective
facility site, design, and operation that fits their needs.

The draft guide recommends a three-part strategy for addressing potential air risks from
waste management units (including surface impoundments). First, the guide helps the user
determine whether the waste management unit(s) is already subject to requirements under the
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Clean Air Act. Second, the guide provides atool (the IWAIR model software) to assess risks
associated with toxic air emissions. Third, the guide suggests the user implement pollution
prevention, treatment, or controlsto reduce risks, if appropriate. For the protection of air, 95
constituents are addressed in the draft guide.

The extent to which risk assessment constituents of concern are addressed by this guide is
discussed in Section 4.2.3.2.

4.2.1.4 Toxicity Characteristic Regulatory Levels. Under RCRA regulations, asolid
waste is defined as a hazardous waste if it either islisted as a hazardous waste or exhibits one of
the four characteristics of a hazardous waste (i.e., toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, or reactivity).
Wastes are listed as hazardous based on the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 261.11. Once listed, the
waste is presumed hazardous regardless of the concentration of hazardous constituents present
(unless the generator has successfully petitioned EPA to delist the waste) and must be managed
in accordance with Subtitle C standards. In contrast to hazardous waste listings, the toxicity
characteristic provides concentration-based regulatory thresholds used to identify wastes that
present significant hazard and therefore should be managed under Subtitle C. The regulations
defining the other three characteristics (ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity) do not generally
address specific constituents and are not addressed in this analysis.

The TC was designed to protect against human health risks from exposure to hazardous
waste constituents released to groundwater. EPA’s current definition of toxicity was promulgated
in 1990, replacing the Extraction Procedure (EP) leach test with the Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP). Thefinal TC rule added 25 organic chemicalsto the eight metals
and six pesticides on the existing list and established regulatory levels for these constituents. All
39 TC constituents (40 including total cresols) are also on the list of 256 constituents of interest
for this study.

Wastewaters with TC constituent concentrations meeting or exceeding the TC regulatory
levels would be hazardous, subject to the protective measures required under RCRA Subtitle C
regulations (unless exempted or excluded from regulation), and thus are not within the scope of
thisstudy. To determine if wastewater concentrations at or below TC levels could still result in
environmental releasesto the air pathway, a direct comparison was made between the
milligram/liter TC levelsin the regulations (40 CFR 261.24) and waste concentrations in surface
impoundments predicted to cause environmental air releases. For purposes of this analysis,
environmental air releases are defined as air releases from surface impoundments that result in
predicted risks asindicated by the screening-level Industrial D risk model for receptors at a
default distance of 25 meters rather than site-specific distances to receptors. This comparison is
presented in Appendix D, Section D-2.

The wastewater concentrations (presented as rangesin Appendix D) are divided into three
categories: concentrations with predicted inhalation risks less than the risk criteria,
concentrations with predicted risks in the range of 10E-5 to 10E-4 or HI of 1 to 10, and
concentrations with predicted risks greater than 10E-4 or HI greater than 10. It is appropriate to
report arange of concentration values because risk results for a given constituent varied
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significantly due to factors such as the concentration of the constituent in the wastewater, the size
of the impoundment, where it islocated, and whether it is aerated.

The comparison indicates that concentrations of 10 TC constituents in surface
Impoundment wastewater may result in environmental air releases at concentrations less than
their respective TC regulatory levels. As mentioned above, this conclusion is based on the use of
ascreening-level risk model employing conservative assumptions (i.e., chronic exposure at 25
meters). The 10 constituents include nine volatile organics plus mercury. For the remaining nine
volatileson the TC list, there were no concentration data that yielded predicted environmental
releases. This does not mean, however, that the TC regulatory levels for these constituents
prevent environmental air releases (we did not evaluate whether environmental air releases
would occur if concentrations of these constituentsincreased). The remaining 21 non-volatiles
on the TC list are constituents that would not likely cause environmental air releases, and risk
estimates were not conducted for these constituents.

The TC constituents that show the potential for environmental air releasesin
Appendix D-2 reflect risk results with varying levels of certainty. The level of certainty depends,
in part, on the extent to which the results were based on (1) reported concentration values and
(2) surrogate data (including detection limit values). For thisanalysis, we did not determine the
extent to which predicted environmental air rel eases were based on reported or surrogate data.

4.2.1.5 Use of Supplemental Environmental Projects to Address Risk from Surface
Impoundments. If EPA or astate believes that an individual or company has failed to comply
with federal environmental laws, it may initiate an enforcement action. Enforcement actions are
taken to require an individual or company to return to compliance and deter others from violating
these laws. Enforcement settlements may also include Supplemental Environmental Projects
(U.S. EPA, 2001). EPA’s SEP Policy encourages the use of environmentally beneficial projects
as part of the settlement of an enforcement action. Through SEPs, the settlement of an
enforcement action can result in environmental and public health protections beyond that
specifically required by law. There must be some connection between the SEP and the kinds of
concerns addressed by the statute or statutes that were violated (EPA SEP Policy, May 1, 1998).
The SEP Policy provides criteria to guide when and how SEPs may be included as part of a
settlement. SEPs may not be appropriate in the settlement of all cases, but they are an important
part of EPA's enforcement program.

SEPs are actions taken by an individual or company that are in addition to what is
required to return to compliance with environmental laws. A SEP is an environmentally
beneficial project that a violator voluntarily agrees to perform. When volunteering to perform a
SEP, a company must show that it can and will complete the project and must provide all funds
used to finance the project. EPA provides oversight to ensure that the company does what it
promises to do. EPA, however, does not manage or control the funds.

EPA has seven specific categories of projects that can be acceptable SEPs. These include
Pollution Prevention, Pollution Reduction, Public Health, Environmental Restoration and
Protection, Assessments and Audits, Environmental Compliance Promotion, and Emergency
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Planning and Preparedness. Other acceptable SEPs would be those that have environmental
merit but do not fit within the categories above (U.S. EPA, 2000b).

In the context of a nonhazardous waste surface impoundment, a violation of existing
regulations affecting a facility could result in an enforcement action and then, as a condition of
the settlement, EPA and the defendant could agree upon a SEP that is related to reducing the
risks posed by a surface impoundment at the facility. A SEP related to a surface impoundment
could include closure, installation of aliner, or implementation of some other measure that
would eliminate or reduce risk to the environment and/or public health.

4.2.2 Extent to Which Current RCRA Subtitle C Regulations Address Risks from Wastes Newly
Classified as Hazardous

Subtitle C of RCRA established management practices to safely control hazardous wastes
from the point of generation to final disposal. If awaste stream that is within the scope of this
study was newly classified as hazardous based on a new characteristic or listing, then it would be
subject to current Subtitle C requirements for hazardous waste surface impoundments (assuming
the waste stream continued to be managed in a surface impoundment). Therefore, the RCRA
hazardous waste regulations relevant to the regulatory analysis include those that limit air
emissions from surface impoundments. Several RCRA Subtitle C regulations and RCRA
statutory provisions have this effect, including

] Requirements for hazardous waste management units (e.g., Subpart K—Surface
Impoundments)
] RCRA air emission control standards (e.g., Subpart CC—Air Emission Standards

for Tanks, Surface Impoundments, and Containers)
] Land disposal restrictions
] Omnibus permitting authority under RCRA section 3005(c)(3)
] RCRA corrective action program.
These regulations and provisions are discussed in Sections 4.2.2.1 through 4.2.2.5.

4.2.2.1 Subpart K—Surface ImpoundmenRCRA standards for hazardous waste
TSDFs include specific requirements for surface impoundments. Because a new characteristic or
listing could subject additional wastes to RCRA Subtitle C standards, it would also subject
surface impoundments managing the waste to Subtitle C standards and permitting as well, if such
units do not currently manage hazardous wastes (and the wastes are continued to be managed in
the impoundments). Thus, affected surface impoundments would be subject to the requirements
at 40 CFR Parts 264 and 265, Subpart K. These requirements include the use of double liners,
leachate collection, leak detection, inspection, waste analysis, financial responsibility, closure,
and postclosure. In addition, there are special requirements restricting the placement of ignitable
and reactive wastes in surface impoundments. To control air emissions, Subpart K requires the
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owner or operator to manage all hazardous waste placed in a surface impoundment in accordance
with the requirements of Subparts CC—Air Emission Standards for Tanks, Surface
Impoundments, and Containers.

4.2.2.2 Subpart CC—Air Emission Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments, and
Containers Section 3004(n) of RCRA authorizes EPA to regulate air emissions from hazardous
waste TSDFs. Under this authority, EPA issued air emission standards under 40 CFR Part 264
and 265, Subpart CC—Air Emission Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments, and
Containers. Subpart CC applies to tanks, surface impoundments, containers, and certain
miscellaneous units that

u Are not expressly exempted from the rule.

u Are subject to permit standards (40 CFR 264) or interim status standards
(40 CFR 265)

] Manage hazardous wastes that have an average volatile organic concentration at
the point of waste origination equal to or greater than 500 parts per million by
weight (ppmw).

These requirements do not apply to surface impoundments in which all the hazardous
waste entering the surface impoundment meets one of the following (40 CFR 264.1082(c) and
265.1083(c)):

u The average volatile organic concentration of the hazardous waste at the point of
waste origination is less than 500 ppmw (as noted above)

] The organic content of the hazardous waste has been reduced by an organic
destruction or removal process. For example, organic destruction can be
achieved by waste incineration or biodegradation. Organic removal must achieve
the treatment level specified for the process.

] The waste meets the treatment standards for hazardous waste as specified in
40 CFR 268.40 or has been treated by the treatment technology established by
EPA for the waste in 268.42(a) or by an equivalent method.

To control air emissions from a surface impoundment managing a hazardous waste with a
volatile organic concentration greater than 500 ppmw, an owner or operator must install and
operate either a floating membrane cover or a cover that is vented through a closed-vent system
to a control device. The floating membrane cover must meet certain design and inspection
requirements including use of materials that meet standards for organic permeability and
compatibility with the waste, weather conditions, and operating conditions. The facility must
also perform periodic (once per year) inspections for membrane defects.

The technical requirements for the RCRA air rules in Subpart CC as amended are
essentially the same as those adopted by EPA under the MACT program (e.g., requirements in
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Subparts OO, PP, and QQ of Part 63). A unit controlled under one or the other set of
requirements would achieve the same emission reduction and performance level; the various
requirements thus provide the same level of protection (61 FR 59939, November 25, 1996).

Due to the exclusion for wastes below the 500-ppmw threshold for volatile organic
content, any wastes subject to the Subpart CC requirements that potentially pose air risks at
concentrations less than 500 ppmw might not be controlled by the Subpart CC air emission
standards for surface impoundments.

4.2.2.3 Land Disposal Restrictions Treatment Requirements. RCRA LDRs limit the
placement of untreated hazardous waste in all land-based waste management units, including
landfills, wastepiles, land application units, and surface impoundments. Under 40 CFR 268.1,
characteristic wastes may not be land disposed unless (1) the wastes are treated in a Clean Water
Act or equivalent treatment system, and (2) the wastes no longer exhibit the characteristic at the
point of land disposal. Listed waste must meet treatment standards defined in 40 CFR Part 268,
Subpart D, prior to land disposal.

Note that RCRA section 3005(j)(11) and 40 CFR Part 268.4 (which implements that
provision) provide an exclusion allowing treatment of otherwise prohibited wastes (i.e., listed or
characteristic hazardous wastes that do not meet the otherwise applicable treatment standard) in
surface impoundments provided that treatment occurs in the impoundment, the treated residues
are removed at least annually, sampling and testing and recordkeeping requirements are met, and
evaporation of hazardous constituents is not used as a means of treatment. Because the LDR
treatment requirements would not apply to these wastes, the LDR treatment requirements would
not mitigate risksto the air pathway. Nonetheless, such surface impoundments must meet the
Subpart K and Subpart CC design and operating requirements for hazardous waste surface
Impoundments.

The LDR treatment standards—when they apply—are based on the performance of best
demonstrated available technology (BDAT) and are deemed sufficient to minimize threats to
human health and the environment posed by land disposal of the waste. In fact, the standards for
most organics reflect the performance of combustion technology, which destroys organics to
nondetectable levels, so that the treatment standard is actually the analytical detection limit for
the organic chemical times a factor that reflects technological variability. Consequently, EPA
has found that units receiving wastes that satisfy these standards for organics need not be
controlled further, since the organics in the wastes are already reduced to levels at which threats
posed by release of the organics have been minimized (see 61 FR 59941, November 25, 1996).

4.2.2.4 EPA’s Permitting Authority under RCRA 3005 awaste is newly subject to
Subtitle C, then EPA’s permitting authority under RCRA 3005 is another statutory control that
could be used to address air risks posed by surface impoundments. See Section 4.2.1.1 for a
detailed explanation of EPA’s omnibus permitting authority at RCRA section 3005(c)(3).

4.2.2.5 RCRA Corrective Action Program. If a waste is newly subject to Subtitle C, then
EPA'’s corrective action authority is another control that could be used to address air risks posed
by surface impoundments. See Section 4.2.1.1 for a detailed explanation of EPA’s corrective
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action authority under RCRA section 3004(u) for permitted facilities and under section 3008(h)
for interim status facilities.

4.2.3 Analysis of Coverage and Potential Gaps in CAA Requirements

This section focuses on relevant federal programs under the Clean Air Act to determine
the extent of coverage of air emissions from surface impoundments. This analysiswas
conducted in four steps. First, agenera analysis of relevant CAA programs was conducted
(Section 4.2.3.1). Second, an evaluation of the risk assessment constituents of concern was
conducted to determine the extent to which they are covered by existing programs
(Section 4.2.3.2). Thethird part of the analysis focused on the CAA NESHAP program since it
was identified as the primary program to address air releases from industrial surface
Impoundments (Section 4.2.3.3). This section provides alist of NESHAP requirements that may
apply to surface impoundments and industry sectors that are within the scope of this study. The
fourth part of the analysis focuses on the Criteria Air Pollutant Program, which may, to alesser
extent, also address air releases from surface impoundments (Section 4.2.3.4).

4.2.3.1 Overview of Relevant Clean Air Act Programs. The 1990 Amendments to the
CAA substantially enhanced existing air quality programs. These enhancements include new
attainment provisions for National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and substantial
changes to the NESHAP program including control of HAPsusing MACT standards. These
programs can, to varying degrees, address air emissions from industrial surface impoundments.

Most of the CAA programs regulate significant sources of air pollution; these sources are
defined as major sources of air pollution. A major source generally includes all of the individual
emission points within a plant complex or facility; emissions from the source would be the sum
of emissions from al the individual emission points. Typical sources include petroleum
refineries, power plants, and manufacturing facilities. Whether a source meets the definition of
major depends on the type and amount of air pollutantsit emits.?

The following subsections summarize the relevant CAA programs that address air
emissions from industrial surface impoundments.

Reqgulation of Hazardous Air Pollutants

Air Toxics Program. Prior to the 1990 CAA amendments, afew HAPs were regulated
using risk-based standards under the NESHAP program. These NESHAPs appear at 40 CFR
Part 61. Section 112 of the 1990 amendments to the CAA authorized EPA to set technol ogy-
based standards to reduce HAP emissions. While both the risk-based standards (i.e., those
enacted prior to 1990) and the technol ogy-based standards (i.e., those enacted after 1990) are all
considered NESHAPs, the risk-based standards are generally referred to as original NESHAPs
and the technol ogy-based standards are referred to as MACT standards.

2 As discussed later, the definition of major source differs for the NESHAP and Criteria Air Pollutant
Program.
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Thefollowing isabrief overview of the pertinent subsections of section 112 applicable to
this study:

List of Hazardous Air Pollutants
MACT Emissions Standards
Residual Risk Program

Area Source Standards

Urban Air Toxics Program.

List of Hazardous Air Pollutants. Section 112(b)(1) established the list of HAPs to which
the air toxics program applies. Currently EPA isrequired to regulate 188 HAPs.2 While broad in
nature, the statutory list may be modified by adding or deleting pollutants. The CAA also allows
outside parties to request an addition or deletion to the list of HAPs. EPA may, after notice and
comment, add or delete a pollutant. Section 112(b)(3)(B) lists the following criteriafor adding a
pollutant to the list:

...determination that the substance is an air pollutant and that
emissions, ambient concentrations, bioaccumulation or deposition
of the substance are known to cause or may reasonably be
anticipated to cause adverse effects to human health or adverse
environmental effects.

MACT Standards. The technology-based MACT program and the related residual risk
program are key elements of the CAA air toxics provisions. Under section 112, EPA isrequired
to list al categories of major sources emitting HAPs and such area sources warranting regulation
and to promulgate MACT standards to control, reduce, or otherwise limit the emissions of HAPs
from these categories. To the extent possible, thislist of source categoriesis consistent with the
list of source categories listed pursuant to New Source Performance Standard (NSPS)
requirements. EPA has identified 83 source categories requiring MACT standards and has
promulgated 47 MACT standards to date. The remaining standards are in various stages from
proposal to under development. As discussed in Section 4.2.3.3, many industry categories that
are within the scope of this surface impoundment study are, or will be, covered by aMACT rule.

A magjor source is defined as afacility with the potential to emit 10 tons per year or more
of any one HAP or 25 tons per year or more of a combination of HAPs. Under section 112(a)(1),
EPA is authorized to reduce the 10-ton/yr threshold upon a demonstration that a lesser quantity
cutoff is warranted.

MACT standards must require the maximum degree of emission reduction that EPA
determines to be achievable by each particular source category. Different criteriafor MACT
standards apply for new and existing sources. In setting MACT standards, EPA does not
generally prescribe a specific control technology. Instead, whenever feasible, EPA setsa
performance level based on the performance of technology or other practices aready used by the

3 The original list contained 189 chemicals; however, EPA removed caprolactam from the list in 1996 after
areview of the most current scientific information.
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industry. Facilities are free to achieve these performance levels in whatever way is most
cost-effective for them. Eight years after each MACT standard isissued, EPA must assess the
remaining health risks from source categories through the residual risk program.

Residual Risk Program. To ensure that MACT regulations protect public health and the
environment, Congress included section 112(f) in the 1990 CAA Amendments, which requires a
human health risk-based and adverse environmental effects-based “needs test” in the second
regulatory phase of the air toxics program. In this phase, referred to as residual risk standard
setting, EPA is required to promulgate additional standards for those source categories that, after
imposition of MACT standards, are emitting HAPs at levels that present a potential unacceptable
risk to the public or the environment. Congress directed that such residual risk standards should
“provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health.”

Section 112(f) specifically gives EPA the mandate to consider environmental health
assessment. Although not very explicit as to how this should be done, Congress does say that
EPA shall promulgate standards to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health
unless the Administrator determines that a more stringent standard is necessary to prevent “an
adverse environmental effect.” The statute directs that consideration of adverse environmental
effects must take into account “costs, energy, safety, and other relevant factors” in deciding what
level is protective. Adverse environmental effect is defined in section 112(a)(7) as “any
significant and widespread adverse effect, which may reasonably be anticipated to wildlife,
aquatic life, or other natural resources, including adverse impacts on populations of endangered
or threatened species or significant degradation of environmental quality over broad areas.”

EPA has developed the residual risk strategy to implement the requirements of CAA
sections 112(f)(2) through (6). Goals of the residual risk strategy include (1) assessing any risks
remaining after MACT standard compliance, (2) determining if additional emission reductions
are necessary and, if so, for which source categories, (3) setting a standard that protects the public
with an “ample margin of safety,” and (4) setting a more stringent standard, if necessary, to
protect the environment. (See U.S. EPA, 1988sidual Risk, Report to Congress, EPA-453/R-

99-001, for a more detailed description of the residual risk program.)

Area Source Standard#\rea sources are smaller sources, such as dry cleaners and gas
stations, that release smaller amounts of toxic pollutants into the air than major sources. Area
sources are defined as sources that emit less than 10 tons per year of a single air toxic and less
than 25 tons per year of a mixture of air toxics. Though emissions from individual area sources
are often relatively small, collectively their emissions can be of concern. The CAA provides
EPA with broad authority to control HAP emissions from area sources. EPA is authorized to
develop technology-based standards for area sources when such sources present a threat of
adverse effects to health or the environment (this is often referred to as a “positive area source
finding” that is issued pursuant to CAA 112(c)(3)). These technology-based standards are to be
based either on MACT or generally achievable control technology (GACT). For example,
hazardous waste incinerators, cement kilns, and lightweight aggregate kilns are required to
comply with MACT standards, regardless of whether they are major or area sources.
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Urban Air Toxics Program. The National Urban Air Toxics Strategy aims to reduce the
health risks associated with air toxics exposures affecting populations in urban areas
(metropolitan areas with population greater than 250,000) by developing a number of national
standards for stationary and mobile sources to reduce HAP risks. The strategy includes a
description of risk reduction goals; alist of 33 HAPsjudged to pose the greatest potential threat
to public health in the largest number of urban areas, including 30 HAPs specifically identified as
being emitted from area sources; and alist of area source categories that emit a substantial
portion of these HAPs and that are being considered for regulation under section 112(d). The
goal of the strategy is to attain a 75 percent reduction in incidence of cancer attributable to
exposure to HAPs emitted by stationary sources. Thisisrelevant to al HAPs from both maor
and area stationary sourcesin al urban areas nationwide.

Thelist of area source categories includes 29 categories: 13 new categories being listed
for regulation and 16 categories aready subject to standards or for which standards are under
development. The area source categories include industrial organic and industrial inorganic
chemical manufacturing.

Section 112(k)(3)(b) of the CAA requires that the Urban Air Toxics program ensure that
area sources that account for 90 percent of the aggregate emissions for each of the 30 area source
HAPs are subject to standards. The program has developed MACT standards for these 30 area
source HAPs for those area sources whose emissions pose the greatest threat to urban areas under
section 112(k). Section 112(k) requires that area source categories be subject to standards under
section 112(d). Section 112(d) standards are national standards that generally apply everywhere
in the country. Consistent with this approach, EPA expects to apply section 112(k) standards
nationally. This approach may also result in reductions of emissions from facilities with surface
impoundments not located in urban areas.

Additionally, if further analyses reveal that an area source category that is currently
unregulated or unlisted poses a public health risk, the Urban Air Toxics program will list that
source category under authority of section 112(c) and develop the necessary regulation under
112(d), or they may address it through other activities like pollution prevention or voluntary
programs. Similarly, if aspecific sourceis contributing to alocal risk problem, then it may be
more appropriate for the state, local, or tribal program to addressiit.

Reqgulation of Volatile Organic Compounds

Criteria Air Pollutant Program. The CAA authorizes EPA to protect human health and
the environment from criteria air pollutants, including ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide (SO,), nitrogen
oxides (NO,), particulate matter, and carbon monoxide (CO). Few sources emit ozone directly;
rather ozone is formed in the atmosphere through the reaction of VOCsand NO,. To attain the
ozone standard, EPA typically requires VOC and NO, emission reductions. The definition of
VOCs according to the CAA regulations (40 CFR Part 51.100), while complex, is basically any
compound of carbon (excluding CO, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metalic carbides or
carbonates, and ammonium) that participates in atmospheric photochemical reactions.

Essentially all organic compounds are considered VOCs except those with negligible
photochemical reactivity. The definition specifically excludes methane, ethane, methyl chloride,
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methyl chloroform, and many chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), and hydrochl orofluorocarbons
(HCFCs). Most of these are halogenated compounds (i.e., refrigerants) and do not take part in
the photochemical reactions that cause ozone formation. CAA provisions that reduce VOCs to
address ozone formation thus have the potential to limit VOC emissions from surface
Impoundments.

Asrequired by the CAA, EPA established NAAQS for the criteria air pollutants.
NAAQS are ambient concentrations above which the air is deemed unhealthy. Geographic areas
(e.g., counties and urban areas) in which ambient concentrations exceed the NAAQS are referred
to as nonattainment areas, and areas in which ambient concentrations are below the NAAQS are
called attainment areas.

Under the Criteria Air Pollutant Program, major sources are stationary facilities that emit
100 tons or more per year of acriteriaair pollutant. For purposes of this study, this would mean
any source that emits greater than 100 ton/yr VOCs. Two of the major components of criteriaair
pollutant control programs are New Source Review (NSR) and control programs under State
Implementation Plans that require reasonably available control technology (RACT) on existing
sources. In attainment areas, new and modified major sources must install best available control
technology (BACT) under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit program,
which isan NSR program. Within nonattainment areas, states must require emissions reductions
beyond those called for in attainment areas to bring the area back into attainment. New and
modified major sources in nonattainment areas must be equipped with technology representing
lowest achievable emissionsrate (LAER) as part of NSR permitting.

As previously discussed, existing sources in nonattainment areas must be equipped with
technology representing RACT. Although EPA publishes guidance for RACT, SIPs are designed
to meet local and regional problems and vary substantially between states. Smaller sources are
considered major in areas that are not meeting the NAAQS for a particular pollutant. For
example, VOC sources emitting 50 ton/yr are considered major for SIP and NSR programsin
areas in serious 0zone nonattainment areas. The amount goes down to 25 ton/yr in severe
nonattainment areas and to 10 ton/yr in extreme nonattainment areas.

A federa program requiring emission reductions in both attainment and nonattainment
areasisthe NSPS program. This program, as authorized by section 111 of the Clean Air Act,
requires EPA to identify source categories emitting criteria pollutants or their precursors and to
establish emissions limits for new, modified, and reconstructed sources of emissions. Emissions
limits must be based on the best demonstrated technology. To date, EPA has promulgated 77
NSPSs. Asdiscussed in Section 4.2.3.4, severa industry categories that fall within the scope of
this study have applicable VOC NSPS requirements; sources in these industry sectors would thus
be subject to the requirements if they met the definition of new, modified, or reconstructed
source.

4.2.3.2 Constituent Coverage Analysis. Under the CAA, constituents could be regulated
under the Air Toxics Program as HAPs or under the Criteria Air Pollutant Program pursuant to
NAAQS. For the purposes of evaluating emissions from surface impoundments, the relevant
criteria pollutants are VOCs. Note that some coverage may be provided by the draft Guide for
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Industrial Waste Management (U.S. EPA, 1999a) as discussed in Section 4.2.1.3. This section
thus eval uates whether the risk assessment constituents of concern in this study are HAPs or
VOCsor are covered by the draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management.

Therisk assessment identified 13 constituents of concern for the air pathway based on
reported data as well as surrogate data. Table 4-1 lists the 13 constituents and indicates if they are
CAA HAPsor VOCs.* Table 4-1 also indicates whether the constituent is addressed in EPA'’s
draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management and the companion Industrial Waste Air Model.

As explained earlier, the constituents of concern listed in Table 4-1 reflect risk results
with varying levels of certainty. The level of certainty depends, in part, on the extent to which
the results were based on (1) reported concentration values and (2) surrogate data (including DL
values). Constituents of possible concern that were reported at specific concentration values
(above the detection limit) are identified in the table. Of the 13 constituents, only 3 represent
reported values. The 10 surrogate values were not detected, and, if present in the samples, were
at levels less than the detection limits. For these 10 constituents, modeling risk at the detection
limit provided a conservative and protective basis for analysis of regulatory gaps.

HAP Constituents. Of the 13 constituents of concern that show potentially elevated risk,
four are not HAPs. These four constituents cannot be directly controlled by MACT standards
unless they are added to the list of HAPs pursuant to section 112 (b)(3)(B). These constituents
may, however, be indirectly co-controlled by MACT standards if control of other, perhaps
similar, regulated constituents also results in control of the non-HAP (see discussion below on
draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management constituents for additional details on co-control).
Instances where non-HAPs pose risk can thus be considered a limitation of current CAA
requirements.

Nine of the 13 risk assessment constituents are CAA HAPs. These nine HAPs thus fall
within the jurisdiction of the MACT program. A HAP-emitting facility, however, must first be
subject to a specific MACT standard in order to be regulated under section 112 under the CAA.
Section 4.2.3.3 discusses the extent to which surface impoundments and industry sectors that are
within the scope of this study are, or will be, covered by MACT rules.

VOC Constituents. Table 4-1 identifies all 13 constituents of concern as VOCs under the
CAA. VOC regulations may fill regulatory gaps for those constituents not regulated as HAPs.
For example, NSPS Subpart QQQ regulates wastewater for petroleum refineries. Constituents
that are not HAPs but are VOCs could be controlled by oil/water separators or other NSPS
requirements under this subpart. One disadvantage of NSPS requirements is that they apply to
new and modified sources. This leaves a potential gap because the control requirements are not
applied to “grandfathered” sources. The same issue occurs with NSR program requirements.
Although BACT is applied to major modifications and new sources, grandfathered sources may
remain uncontrolled.

% This risk assessment differentiated between volatile and semivolatile organic compounds as aresult of
different analytical methods. 40 CFR Part 51.100 defines VOCs differently for the Criteria Air Pollutant Program.
Table 4-1 reflects the Part 51.100 definition.
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Table4-1. Extent That Constituents Exceeding Risk Criteriafor Air Pathway Are HAPS,
VOCs, or Covered by Draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management

Addressed
Criteria by Guidefor
Pollutant Industrial Waste
Chemical Name CAA HAP (VOC) Management

alpha-Hexachlorocyclohexane [alpha-BHC]®
Acetaldehydé ° .
Chlorodibromomethane [dibromochloromethdne]
Acetonitrile [methyl cyanided

Acrolein [2-propenalf

Bis(chloromethyl) ether [sym-dichloromethyl ethér]
Chloroform [trichloromethané€]
Hexachlorocyclopentadierie
N-Nitrosodi-n-butylaminé
N-Nitrosodiethylaminé
Tetrachlorodibenzodioxins [TCDD3&F
Tetrachlorodibenzofurans [TCDF%]
Toxaphene [chlorinated camphefie]

Totals 9

=
w

10

CAA = Clean Air Act.

HAP = Hazardous air pollutant.

VOC = Volatile organic compound as defined by criteriaair pollutant program.

# Indicates risk estimate was based on surrogate or detection limit value.

® |ndicates risk estimate was based on reported concentrations.

¢ Indicates no individual chemical combination exceeds the risk criteria, but the aggregate facility-level risk does.

It is not clear to what extent SIP regulations will provide coverage. Although state
regulations may reduce emissions from surface impoundments, the regulations are likely to apply
only to magjor sources located in urban areas with photochemical smog problems. Because of
this, SIP programs were not included as a potential mechanism for gap filling even though they
may regulate surface impoundment emissions in some aress.

Draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management Constituents. The draft Guide for
Industrial Waste Management identifies 95 constituents for the protection of air (see Section
4.2.1.3). Ten of the 13 compounds that showed the potential for risk are addressed by the guide.
These 10 constituents included three of the four non-HAPs (chlorodibromethane, N-nitrosodi-n-
butylamine, and N-nitrosodiethylamine).

The three non-HAP, draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management constituents are also
considered VOCs, and any source emitting them would be subject to applicable VOC
regulations. If a source emits one of these three compounds aong with any HAP, there could be
aco-control benefit. Co-control occurs when measures taken to reduce HAP emissions under the
MACT standards also reduce emissions of non-HAPs. Co-control islikely to occur at facilities
that are major HAP sources and that also emit non-HAP chemicals. Most of the technology-
based controls prescribed for HAPs will reduce emissions of all organic chemicals, including
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non-HAPs. Similarly, most MACT requirements to reduce emissions of specific HAPs, or to

reduce total HAP emissions by specific amounts, imply or identify control technologies that are

also effective for non-HAP pollutants. Thus, co-emitted HAPs and non-HAPs could receive

roughly equivalent levels of control. For example, if a source generates wastewater containing

both chlorodibromomethane and a regulated HAP and is required to meet wastewater

concentration limitations pursuant to MACT, then the source’s efforts to reduce the wastewater
HAP concentration could also reduce chlorodibromomethane concentrations. Lower
chlorodibromomethane wastewater levels would subsequently reduce chlorodibromomethane
emissions from any impoundment that receives that wastewater.

4.2.3.3 NESHAP Program Coverage. The primary regulatory program that addresses air
releases from industrial surface impoundments is the CAA NESHAP program. Under this third
step of this analysis, specific NESHAP regulations were examined to determine the extent to
which these requirements address air releases from surface impoundments.

Waste Management Unit Coverage. NESHAP rules that directly regulate surface
impoundments were examined. CAA regulations are not typically adopted for waste
management units such as surface impoundments—instead the emission limits are targeted at
specific source categories that may include surface impoundments as a regulated emission unit.
Generally speaking, most NESHAP standards tend to focus on HAP levels in wastewater
generated in the production process, which eventually could be treated/stored in the surface
impoundment unit (e.g., MACT standards may control HAP levels in wastewater as opposed to
requiring emission controls, such as a cover, on surface impoundments). However, there are
some NESHAP regulations that specifically address surface impoundments. Table 4-2 lists these
regulations.

Although there is a MACT standard for surface impoundments (40 CFR 63, Subpart QQ),
it is only applicable to facilities subject to other MACT or NESHAP requirements that also
reference subpart QQ. This subpart is listed only as an administrative convenience. The
requirements include standards for floating membrane covers and closed-vent systems venting to
a control device. The subpart also includes requirements for test methods, inspection procedures,
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting.

Industry Coverage. As previously discussed, MACT standards are typically issued for
specific industries. Table 4-3 lists the in-scope industry categories (by four-digit SIC code) and
the extent to which they are, or will be, covered by MACT standards (e.g., proposed, completed,
and upcoming). The table also notes if there is no existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT
standard for the industry sector. The four-digit SICs are ranked by estimated wastewater volume
managed in descending order. For example, Table 4-3 indicates that pulp mills (1) manage the
highest estimated volume of wastewater and (2) have an applicable MACT standard.

Table 4-3 shows that MACT requirements exist, or will exist, for the majority of the SIC
codes that manage the largest wastewater volume in surface impoundments. For example, the
paper and allied products industry, which EPA estimates manages roughly 67 percent of the
wastewater capacity, is subject to the Pulp and Paper Cluster rule (see Chapter 2, Table 2-2).
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Table4-2. Potential MACT and NESHAP Requirements
Applicableto Surface Impoundments

MACT/NESHAP

National Emission Standard for Benzene
Waste Operations

National Emission Standard for Organic
Hazardous Air Pollutants from the Synthetic
Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry
for Process Vents, Storage Vessels,
Transfer Operations, and Wastewater
Operations

National Emission Standard for Hazardous
Air Pollutants from Off-Site Waste and
Recovery Operations

National Emission Standards for
Pharmaceuticals Production

National Emission Standards for Pesticide
Active Ingredient Production

National Emission Standards for Polyether
Polyols Production

Regulatory
Citation

40 CFR Part 61
Subpart FF

40 CFR Part 63
Subpart G

40 CFR 63
Subpart DD,
including 10 CFR
63 Subpart QQ

40 CFR Part 63
Subpart GGG

40 CFR Part 63
Subpart MMM

40 CFR Part 63
Subpart PPP

Waste Streams
Covered

Benzene-contai ning waste from chemical
manufacturing plants, coke byproduct
recovery plants, and petroleum refineries,
individual drain systems, wastewater
treatment system

Wastewater streams

Waste and recoverable
materials from offsite for treatment, storage,
disposal, recovery, or recycling

Wastewater

Wastewater

Wastewater

Table4-3. List of In-Scope 4-Digit SICsand Extent to Which They are Covered by MACT

SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
2611 Pulp mills Pulp and Paper Cluster Rule 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
2631 Paperboard mills Subparts S and MM
2621 Paper mills
2911 Petroleum refining Petroleum Refineries 40 CFR 63 Subpart CC  Completed
Petroleum Refineries- Catalytic 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Cracking, Catalytic Reforming Subpart UUU
& Sulfur Plant Unit
5171 Petroleum bulk Gasoline Distribution 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
stations and Subpart R
terminals
(continued)
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Table 4-3. (continued)
SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
3313 Electrometallurgical Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
products Subpart NNN
Ferroalloys Production 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart XXX
Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart SSSS
3312 Blast furnaces and Integrated Iron & Steel 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
steel mills Subpart FFFFF
Steel Pickling-HCI Process 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart CCC
Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart SSSS
Coke Oven Batteries 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart L
Coke Oven Batteries: Pushing, 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Quenching and Battery Stacks Subpart CCCCC
2821 Plastics materials Polymers and Resins | 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
and resins Subpart U
Polymers and Resins || 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart W
Polymers and Resins 111 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart OO0
Polymers and Resins IV 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart J1J
Generic MACT 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart YY
Amino/Phenolic Resins 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Production Subpart OO0
Miscellaneous Organic 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Chemical Production and Subpart FFFF
Processes (MON)
Polyvinyl Chloride and 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Copolymers Production Subpart J
Celulose Product Manufacture 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart UUUU
(continued)
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Table 4-3. (continued)

SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
2819 Industrial inorganic ~ Hydrochloric Acid Production Rules not yet proposed ~ Upcoming
chemicals, not Industry or promulgated
elsewhere classified Generic MACT 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart YY
Celulose Product Manufacture 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart UUUU
Uranium Hexafluoride Rules not yet proposed ~ Upcoming
Production or promulgated
2092 Food and kindred No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
products (fish)
2874 Phosphatic Phosphoric Acid Manufacturing 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
fertilizers Plants/ Subpart AA and BB
Phosphate Fertilizer Plants
2436 Softwood veneer &  Plywood & Composite 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
plywood Wood Products Subpart 227
Wood Building Products 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Subpart QQQQ
2063 Food and kindred
products (beet No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
sugar)
3273 Ready-mixed No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
concrete
2022 Food and kindred No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
products (cheese)
2873 Nitrogenous No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
fertilizers
2035 Food and kindred
products (pickles, No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
sauces, salad
dressing)
4953 Refuse systems MSW Landfills 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart AAAA
2869 Industrial organic Synthetic Organic Chemical 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
chemicals, not Manufacturing Industry Subpart F
elsewhere classified  (SOCMI) Manufacture
SOCMI for Process Vents, 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Storage Vessels, Transfer Subpart G
Operations, and Wastewater
(continued)
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Table 4-3. (continued)

SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
2869 (cont.) SOCMI for Equipment Leaks 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart H
SOCMI for Negotiated 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Regulation for Equipment Leaks  Subpart |
Generic MACT 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart YY
Polyether Polyols Production 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart PPP
Celulose Product Manufacture 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart UUUU
3353 Aluminum sheet, Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
plate, and foil Subpart SSSS
2653 Corrugated and No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
solid fiber boxes
3339 Primary nonferrous ~ Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
metals, not Subpart NNN
elsewhere dlassified Primary Magnesium Refining Rules not yet proposed ~ Upcoming
or promulgated
3351 Copper rolling and No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
drawing
3334 Primary aluminum Primary Aluminum Production 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart LL
Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart SSSS
2824 Organic fibers, Generic MACT 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
noncellulosic Subpart YY
Miscellaneous Organic 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Chemical Production and Subpart FFFF
Processes (MON)
2899 Chemical Misc. Organic Chemical 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
preparations, not Production & Processes (MON)  Subpart FFFF
elsewhere classified
2833 Medicinals and No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
botanicals
3229 Pressed and blown Wet Formed Fiberglass Mat 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
glass, not elsewhere  Production Subpart HHHH
classified

(continued)
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Table 4-3. (continued)
SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
3624 Carbon and graphite  No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
products
2435 Hardwood veneer &  Plywood & Composite 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
plywood Wood Products Subpart 227
Wood Building Products 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Subpart QQQQ
2843 Surface active Polyether Polyols Production 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
agents Subpart PPP
4952 Sewerage systems Publicly Owned Treatment 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Works (POTW) Subpart VVV
Sewage Sludge Incinerators Rules pending Upcoming
2251 Women's hosiery,  Fabric, Printing, Coating and 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
except socks Dyeing Subpart OO0O0
2834 Pharmaceutical Pharmaceuticals Production 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
preparations Subpart GGG
3011 Tires and inner Tire Manufacturing 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
tubes Subpart XXXX
3341 Secondary Secondary Lead 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
nonferrous metals Subpart RRR
Secondary Brass and Bronze 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart SSSS
3761 Guided missiles and Aerospace Industry 40 CFR Part 63 Part Completed
space vehicles GG
Rocket Engine Test Rules not yet proposedUpcoming
or promulgated
2865 Cyclic crudes and  Miscellaneous Organic 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
intermediates, and  Chemical Production and Subpart FFFF
organic dyes and Processes (MON)
pigments Fabric, Printing, Coating and 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Dyeing Subpart OO00
3399 Primary metal Taconite Iron Ore Processing Rules not yet proposetdpcoming
products, not or promulgated
elsewhere classified
9711 National security No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
2211 Broadwoven fabric No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
mills, cotton
3321 Gray and ductile Iron & Steel Foundries 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
iron foundries Subpart EEEEE
(continued)
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Table 4-3. (continued)

SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
3087 Custom compound No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
purchased resins
3674 Semiconductorsand  Semiconductor Production 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
related devices Subpart BBBB
3462 Iron and steel No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
forgings
3317 Steel pipeand tubes  Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart SSSS
Steel Pickling-HCI Process 40 CFR Part 63 Completed
Subpart CCC
2011 Food and kindred
products (meat No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
packing)
3324 Steel investment Iron & Steel Foundries 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
foundries Subpart EEEEE
2679 Converted paper
products, not No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
elsewhere classified
3316 Cold finishing of Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
steel shapes Subpart SSSS
3499 Fabricating metal Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
products, not Subpart SSSS
elsewhere classified Metal Furniture (Surface 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Coating) Subpart RRRR
Misc. Metal Parts & Products 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
(surface coating) Subpart MMMM
3069 Fabricated rubber
products, not No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
elsewhere classified
3089 Plastics products, Plastic Parts 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
not elsewhere (surface coating) Subpart PPPP
classified Reinforced Plastics Components 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
Production Subpart WWWW
3731 Shipbuilding and Shipbuilding & Ship repair 40CFR Part 63 Completed
repairing Subpart 11
Boat Manufacturing 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
Subpart VVVV
(continued)
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Table 4-3. (continued)

SIC (Ranked
by Estimated
Wastewater Completed/
Volume Potentially Applicable MACT Regulatory Proposed/
Managed) SIC Title Standard Citation Upcoming
3357 Nonferrous
wiredrawing & No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
insulating
3398 Metal heat treating No existing, proposed, or scheduled MACT standard
29522 Asphalt felts and Asphalt Roofing and Processing 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
coatings Subpart LLLLL
30522 Rubber & plastics Plastic Parts 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
hose and belting (surface coating) Subpart PPPP
30817 Unsupported Metal Coil (Surface Coating) 40 CFR Part 63 Proposed
plastics film & sheet Subpart SSSS
Plastic Parts 40 CFR Part 63 Upcoming
(surface coating) Subpart PPPP

& Survey data not available to adequately quantify wastewater volumes for ranking purposes.

This set of rulesis an innovative regulatory effort to address both air and water releases from
pulp and paper mills. Theair rule covers MACT | emissions (noncombustion sources from
pulping and bleaching operations at chemical and semichemical wood pulping mills); MACT II
emissions (chemical recovery combustion areas of mills); and MACT IIl emissions
(noncombustion sources from mills that mechanically pulp wood, pulp secondary fibers, or pulp
nonwood materials and those that use paper machine additives and solvents). The final water
rule applies to millsin Subpart B (Bleached Papergrade Kraft and Soda) and Subpart E
(Papergrade Sulfite) Subcategories and includes best available technology (BAT) limitations and
Best Management Practice (BMP) requirements. The implementation of the cluster rule will
eliminate the use of chlorine or hypochlorite in the pulp bleaching process or require the facility
to meet the revised effluent limitation guidelines and standards. This rulemaking will also
achieve 99 percent reduction in chloroform in the wastewater discharged.

It isimportant to note that this industry coverage analysis did not focus on the industry
types that showed potential risks. There were not enough risk exceedances in any one industry
sector that warranted a more detailed industry-specific regulatory analysis. A review of those
industry sectors that did show the potentia for risk, however, indicated that the majority of those
industry sectors are, or will be, covered by MACT regulations.

A HAP-emitting facility must first be part of a source category that is subject to a specific
MACT standard in order to be regulated under section 112 of the CAA. If asurface
impoundment emits a HAP but is not part of alisted source category for which thereisan
applicable MACT standard, then it is not an affected source subject to MACT requirements.
Situations where nonaffected HAP-emitting sources pose unacceptable risk could thus also be
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considered alimitation in current MACT requirements, since these types of sources should be
regulated pursuant to section 112. This could potentially occur in two different scenarios.

First, MACT standards may not exist for a source category that emits HAPs (and are not
on the list of upcoming MACT rules). Asnoted previously, areview of industry sectors that
showed the potential for risk indicated that the majority (but not all) of those industry sectors are,
or will be, covered by MACT regulations. Second, a source category that is covered by an
existing MACT rule may not be considered an affected source if it does not meet the definition of
amajor source. A facility emitting HAPsis considered amajor source if it emits or has the
potential to emit 10 tons per year or more of any listed HAP or a combination of listed HAPs of
25 tons or more. This study did not investigate what fraction of the facilities that were within the
scope of this study would meet the definition of a major source.

In addition, MACT regulations for each source category do not aways address al the
HAPslisted in section 112 of the CAA. For example, the Petroleum Refinery MACT (40 CFR
63 Subpart CC) islimited to organic HAPs as defined by the regulation. The regulation includes
only 28 of the 188 HAPs. In some cases, this occurs because the source category emits only a
subset of CAA HAPs. In other cases, this may have occurred because the best performing
sources were uncontrolled and EPA therefore concluded that the MACT standard for that
pollutant was no control. A recent court decision (National Lime Association v. EPA, 99-1325
(DC Cir)) clarifiesthat, even if no controls are found to be in use, other means of reduction must
also be evaluated and that MACT represents the performance level of lowest emitting facilities
and aMACT standard must address all HAPs emitted by the industrial category. For the
Instances where an unacceptable risk isidentified as aresult of a constituent of concern in this
study being a HAP but not addressed in an existing MACT regulation, it is assumed that this will
be addressed by the residua risk program. Therefore, for those constituents that are HAPS, there
IS not aregulatory gap because the Air Toxics Program should, in time, address HAPs that pose
unacceptabl e threats to human health.

Other air toxics regulations may achieve some emissions reductions for HAPs.
Section 112(j) contains the MACT “hammer” requirement. This requires facilities and states to
establish MACT equivalent standards should EPA fail to meet congressionally mandated MACT
schedule deadlines. Prior to the 1990 CAA and MACT programs, individual states had a variety
of air toxics programs. Although these programs may control emissions from industrial surface
impoundments, they have not been included in this regulatory/program analyses because these
provisions vary significantly from state to state.

4.2.3.4 Other CAA Coverage—Ciriteria Air Pollutant Prograrwe also evaluated
applicability of VOC regulations. All of the 13 constituents of potential concern in this study are
VOCs. AsVOCs, the constituents of concern may be regulated indirectly as part of a national
program to reduce ozone. Although VOC regulations have resulted in substantial reductionsin
emissions of air toxics, it isimportant to note that NSPS requirements apply only to new and
newly modified sources. This means that older “grandfathered” sources may not be required to
comply with the standards.
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NSPS Waste Management Unit and Industry Coverage. There are no NSPS requirements
that directly regulate surface impoundments. However, NSPS regulations that control, for
example, VOCs generated in the manufacturing process and ultimately in the wastewater
generated can serve to limit VOC emissions from surface impoundments that manage such
wastewaters. For example, NSPS Subpart QQQ regulates VOC emissions from petroleum
refinery wastewater systems. Appendix D, Section D-3, lists the in-scope industry sectors and
potentially applicable NSPS VOC standards. The appendix lists several NSPS regulations that
can potentially limit VOC emissions from surface impoundments within the scope of this study
(provided the source has been modified as defined by the NSPS requirements).

Many ozone problems are regional in nature; thus additional VOC requirements may be
in place pursuant to SIPs at the state and local level. There are SIP programs that specifically
regul ate surface impoundments; however, control of criteria pollutants under the CAA is based
on local, state, and regional air quality programs and regulations. A detailed analysis of SIPswas
not conducted for this study. EPA may issue guidance, such as control technology guidelines
(CTGs) and alternative control technique guidance (ACTSs) for VOC sources, to assist statesin
designing control programs to meet local air quality needs. The Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards developed a CTG in 1993 and released an ACT guidance in 1994 for VOCsin
industrial wastewater.

4.2.3.5 Summary of Potential Regulatory Program Coverage and Gapsin CAA
Regulations. The analysis of potential regulatory gaps under the Clean Air Act examined
constituents of concern and the regulatory applicability under Air Toxics and Criteria Pollutant
Control programs. The analysis looked at regulations that directly control constituents of
concern (e.g., MACT regulations) as well as regulations that indirectly control constituents of
concern (e.g., VOC regulations). This subsection outlines the nature and extent of potential
regul atory/program gaps.

The analysis showed that MACT requirements exist, or will exist, for the majority of the
SIC codes that manage the largest wastewater volume in surface impoundments. The analysis
also indicates that the majority of industry categories that showed the potential for risk were
covered by MACT standards. However, potential exists for a particular source category not to be
covered by aMACT rule. Under the CAA, MACT categories are supposed to include all source
categories that emit HAPs and pose risks to human health. Thus, source categories that emit
HAPs at levels of concern but are not currently regulated, regardless whether they are major or
area sources, are supposed to be regulated when MACT isfully implemented. Section 112(c) of
the CAA gives EPA the authority to list additional source categories that emit HAPs but are not
currently subject to existing or proposed MACT standards.

Another type of gap under this analysis may occur when aMACT standard exists for an
industrial category that exceeds the risk threshold, but does not specifically address surface
impoundments or the constituents of concern that are HAPs. A review of the industry sectors that
showed the potential for risk found two instances in which an industry category was covered by
MACT standards, but the MACT standard did not directly address the HAP constituent of
concern. It must be noted, however, that both of these risk estimates were based on DL values as
opposed to reported concentration values, and both of these constituents would have benefitted
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from co-control of similar HAPs that are covered by the MACT standard. Thus, it is not clear
that therisks arereal, and, if they are, they may well be addressed by the MACT standard.
Regardless, gaps associated with unaddressed HAPs at sources that are covered by MACT
standards should be addressed by the Residual Risk Program.

It must be noted, however, that MACT typically applies only to major sources. Although
major sources account for most of the pollution (e.g., traditionally less than 20 percent of the
sources are considered to emit over 80 percent of the pollution), thereis still the potential for
elevated exposure from small sources. The area source program for HAPs is designed to address
thisissue. EPA isauthorized to devel op technol ogy-based standards for area sources when such
sources present athreat of adverse health effects. One important qualification for coverage under
the area source program is that the residual risk program cannot address area sources unless they
have been listed in accordance with section 112(c)(3) and have been included in regulations
under section 112(d).> This study did not investigate what fraction of the facilities that were
within the scope of this study would meet the definition of a major source.

These limitations are supposed to be addressed when MACT isfully implemented. For
those constituents of concern that are non-HAPS, there are still potential regulatory gaps.
Table 4-1 lists the four constituents of concern that are not regulated as HAPs and show the
potential for elevated risks. They are

Alpha-hexachl orocyclohexane
N-Nitrosodi-n-butylamine
N-Nitrosodiethylamine
Chlorodibromomethane.

Non-HAP constituents were evaluated to determineif they are regulated as VOCs.
Alpha-hexachl orocyclohexane, chlorodibromomethane, N-nitrosodi-n-butylamine, and N-
nitrosodiethylamine are VOCs and would potentially be subject to VOC requirements for
wastewater treatment for some NSPS industrial categories. NSPS standards for VOCs only
address new or newly modified sourcesin certain industrial categories and would not apply to
“grandfathered” sources that had not made modifications that triggered NSPS requirements.
Because the NSPS requirements do not address “grandfathered” sources, there is no certainty that
a regulatory gap would be closed. However, as previously discussed, additional VOC
requirements may be in place pursuant to SIPs at the state and local level.

The likelihood of these four constituents presenting a problem should also be considered.
Risk results for both N-nitrosodi-n-butylamine and N-nitrosodiethylamine were not based on
reported values. This means that concentration values used in the risk assessment were a
function of the detection levels. Both chlorodibromomethane and alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane
were only detected at one facility each. The limited verification of the hazard posed by these
constituents suggests that any gap is likely to be small.

® The Residual Risk Program is not required to cover area sources that are subject to GACT rather than
MACT.
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4.3  Coverage and Potential Gapsin Existing Programs and Regulations Addressing
Nonair Risks

Although the EDF consent decree was limited to examining the air risks from never
characteristic wastes in surface impoundments, EPA investigated risks associated with other
media as well in response to the requirements of the LDPFA. In this portion of the analysis, EPA
assessed program and regulatory coverage for

u Risks resulting from consumption of groundwater containing constituents released
from surface impoundments (Section 4.3.1)

] Indirect risks resulting from contaminated groundwater leaching into surface
waterbodies (Section 4.3.2)

] Risks posed via other indirect pathways (Section 4.3.3)
u Ecological risks (Section 4.3.4).

EPA evauated the extent to which these predicted risks are adequately addressed under
existing federal and state programs.

4.3.1 Groundwater Risks Found from Managing Nonhazardous Waste in Surface
[ mpoundments

Leachate from a nonhazardous waste surface impoundment can potentially migrate
through the subsurface and affect groundwater quality. Therefore, EPA identified existing
federa and state regulations and programs that address the release of constituents from
nonhazardous waste surface impoundments to groundwater.

In this part of the analysis, EPA used the results of the groundwater risk assessment to
illustrate regulatory coverage and potential gaps. The risk assessment evaluated risks from
specific facilities, constituents, and impoundments resulting from ingestion of groundwater that
had been contaminated with impoundment leachate. The results of the risk assessment indicate
that groundwater contamination from surface impoundments may potentially pose arisk (see aso
Section 3.2 for adiscussion of groundwater risks). Specifically, the risk assessment identified 15
constituents that potentially exceed the specified risk threshold of this study for the groundwater
pathway.

4.3.1.1 Existing Federal RCRA Regulations and Programs that Control Releasesto
Groundwater from Nonhazardous Industrial Waste Surface Impoundments. This section
describes the federal solid waste regulations and programs that may address potential risksto
groundwater posed by the management of nonhazardous wastes in surface impoundments. State
programs are described in Section 4.3.1.2. Federal regulations and programs that address
groundwater risks at nonhazardous waste impoundments include the following:

u RCRA Subtitle C—Corrective Action Program
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Omnibus permitting authority under RCRA section 3005(c)(3)
SEPs conducted in connection with an enforcement action
RCRA Subtitle D Regulations

EPA’s draftGuide for Industrial Waste Management.

In addition, EPA’s multimedia strategy for persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic (PBT)
pollutants could potentially reduce risks to groundwater from surface impoundments in the
future. EPA’s PBT strategy is described in detail in Section 4.4.

Potential regulatory coverage and gaps in these programs, as they pertain to protection of
groundwater at nonhazardous waste surface impoundments, are discussed below.

Potential Coverage by RCRA 7003 and Subtitle C Corrective Action Program. As
described in Section 4.2.1.1, releases from SWMUs can be addressed under the RCRA corrective
action program if a facility has a RCRA permit or is an interim status facility. For facilities with
RCRA permits, the RCRA corrective action program provides extensive regulatory and program
coverage to address any releases to groundwater from nonhazardous waste surface
impoundments that pose unacceptable risks.

Also, as previously discussed, the imminent and substantial endangerment provision of
RCRA section 7003 allows EPA, upon evidence of past or present handling of solid or hazardous
waste, to require any action necessary when a situation may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to health or the environment.

The survey indicates that about 33 percent of the surface impoundments nationwide that
fall within the scope of this study have been designated as solid waste management units
pursuant to the RCRA corrective action RFA process (see also Chapter 2, Section 2.5 for
additional information on the permit and corrective action status of impoundments within the
scope of this study). This indicates that a significant number of nonhazardous surface
impoundments are located at RCRA TSD facilities; these impoundments are being addressed by
EPA and the states on a priority basis, and thus no regulatory gaps should exist for these
impoundments.

EPA’s Permitting Authority under RCRA 3005. EPA'’s permitting authority under
RCRA 3005 is another statutory control that could be used to address groundwater risks posed by
surface impoundments if they are located at a RCRA TSD facility. See Section 4.3.1.1 for a
detailed explanation of EPA’s omnibus permitting authority at RCRA section 3005(c)(3).

Use of SEPsto Address Surface Impoundments at Facilities Subject to Enfor cement
Actions. As discussed in Section 4.2.1.5, a SEP is one program that could be used to address
contamination problems found at a nonhazardous waste surface impoundment if the facility is
subject to a related enforcement action. As a condition of the settlement, EPA and the defendant
could agree upon a SEP that is related to reducing groundwater risks posed by a surface
impoundment at the facility. A SEP related to a surface impoundment could include closure,
installation of a liner, or implementation of some other measure that would eliminate or reduce
risk to the environment and/or public health.
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Coverage by RCRA Subtitle D Regulations. RCRA sections 1008(a)(3) and 4004(a)
required EPA to develop criteriafor states to use in determining which facilities would be
classified as open dumps and thus be required to be closed or upgraded. EPA promulgated 40
CFR Parts 256 and 257 to partially fulfill the Agency’s obligations under the Act. Part 256
establishes guidelines for the states to use in the development and implementation of their solid
waste management plans and includes provisions related to the scope of the plan, the
identification of the responsibilities for state and substate agencies, the requirements for state
legal and regulatory authorities, and planning and implementation. The federal regulations at
Part 257 were EPA’s primary mechanism for controlling open dumps prior to promulgation of
municipal solid waste landfill regulations at Part 258. The Part 257 standards provide siting
restrictions, limited performance standards, and references to other applicable federal programs
(e.g., CWA). Table 4-4 is provided in this report for completeness; the regulations have limited
ability to address potential risks, as identified in our study, posed by surface impoundments.
Although the Part 257 regulations typically are administered and enforced by the states, and state
regulations generally are more stringent than the Part 257 regulations, the federal Part 257
regulations may still apply to surface impoundments that are in the scope of this study.

Table 4-4 describes the Part 257 criteria that potentially apply to industrial surface
impoundments.

The regulations that specifically address potential impacts to groundwater are identified
in 40 CFR 257.3-4. This regulation identifies a list of contaminants (appearing at 40 CFR 257
Appendix 1) and maximum concentration limits (MCLs) that cannot be exceeded in groundwater.
Table 4-5 compares the risk assessment constituents of concern for the groundwater pathway to
the Part 257 constituent list. Note that the information in the table reflects risk results with
varying levels of certainty. The level of certainty depends, in part, on the extent to which the
results were based on (1) reported concentration values and (2) surrogate data (including DL
values). (See discussion in Chapter 3.) Constituents of possible concern that were reported at
specific concentration values (above the detection limit) are identified in the table. Regulatory
gaps identified based on this information thus carry the same level of varying certainty.

Table 4-5 indicates that only 3 of the 15 constituents potentially exceeding the risk
criteria (flouride, arsenic, and vinyl chloride) are covered under 40 CFR Part 257.3-4. Thus,
coverage of the constituents of potential concern for groundwater risks must be provided by other
programs such as state programs (see Section 4.3.1.2) or EPA’s voluntaButiafor
Industrial Waste Management. Two of the potential constituents of concern (allyl alcohol and
flouride) are not covered by the draft guidance. Allyl alcohol is not covered by either 40 CFR
Part 257.3-4 or the draft guidance. The groundwater tool in the draft guidance allows the user to
enter additional constituents that are not specifically listed in the guidance. Because the guidance
Is in draft form, the constituent list may change in the future.

Description of EPA’s Draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management as It Relates to
Coverage of the Groundwater Pathway.EPA'’s draftGuide for Industrial Waste Management
(U.S. EPA, 1999a) includes three categories of groundwater protection guidelines: risk
assessment, liner design and installation, and long-term operations. See Section 4.2.1.3 for a
more generalized description of the draft guide.

4-33



March 26, 2001 Chapter 4

Table4-4. Summary of 40 CFR Part 257 Criteria That Potentially Apply to Surface
Impoundments

Regulatory Citation Summary of Requirement

§257.3-1 Floodplains Facilities located in the 100-year floodplain must not restrict the flow of the
flood, reduce water storage of the floodplain, or result in a washout of solid
waste.

§257.3-2 Endangered Facilities must not cause or contribute to the taking of endangered or
or Threatened Species threatened species nor destroy or adversely modify their critical habitat.

§257.3-3 Facilities must not cause a discharge of pollutants or dredged or fill material

Surface Water in violation of the requirements of the Clean Water Act or cause nonpoint
source pollution that violates an area or statewide water quality
management plan under the Clean Water Act.

§257.3-4 Groundwater Facilities must not contaminate underground drinking water sources beyond

Protection the solid waste boundary unless it can be shown that an alternative
boundary would not result in the contamination of water that may be needed
for human consumption.

§257.3-7 Facilities must not engage in the open burning of waste unless it is the

Air infrequent burning of agricultural wastes in the field, silvicultural wastes for
forest management purposes, land-clearing debris, diseased trees, debris
from emergency cleanup operations, and ordinance and must not violate
requirements developed under a State Implementation Plan under the Clean

Air Act.
§257.3-8 Facilities must not generate high concentrations of explosive gases, pose a
Safety fire hazard, be located within 10,000 feet of a jet aircraft runway or 5,000

feet of a piston-type aircraft runway, or allow uncontrolled public access.

] Assessing Risk. Chapter 7a of the draft guide provides atool for assessing risks
associated with waste management practices and for tailoring management
controls accordingly. The guidance employs athree-tiered evaluation approach to
determine recommended liner systems and whether land application is
appropriate. The chapter isintended for use at new units.

u Designing and Installing Liners. Chapter 7b of the draft guide discusses
different types of liner systems that can be used to protect groundwater from
contamination. Liner recommendations may include clay liners, synthetic liners,
composite liners, leachate collection systems, and leak detection systems as
appropriate. The chapter isintended for use at new units.

u Long-Term Operation. Chapter 9 of the draft guide includes recommendations
for groundwater monitoring, Chapter 10 includes guidance on taking corrective
action, and Chapter 11 provides guidance on closure/postclosure care. While the
draft guide focuses primarily on new units, information in these chapters can be
applied to existing industrial waste units.
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Table 4-5. Federal Regulatory or Program Coverage of Constituentswith Predicted Risks
Exceeding Risk Criteriafor Groundwater Pathway

Guide for I ndustrial
40 CFR Part 257 Waste Management

CASNumber Constituent Constituent Constituent
107-13-1 Acrylonitrile® .
107-18-6 Allyl alcohol @

110-86-1 Pyridiné .
16984-48-8 Fluoridé® .

621-64-7 N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine [di-n- .

propylnitrosaminef

62-75-9 N-Nitrosodimethylamin& .

67-56-1 Methanot .

67-64-1 Acetone [2-propanon®] .

67-66-3 Chloroform [trichloromethang] .
7440-28-0 Thalliunt .
7440-38-2 Arsenié . .

75-09-2 Methylene chloride [dichlorometharie] .

75-01-4 Vinyl chloride! . .
8001-35-2 Toluené .

92-87-5 Benzidiné .

2 Risk estimate was based on surrogate or detection limit value.
® Risk estimate was based on a reported waste concentration.
Note: Bold indicates the constituent is not specifically addressed by either program.

Corrective action can include use of interim measures, institutional controls (such as deed
restrictions or access controls), and application of remedial technologies designed to contain,
remove, and/or destroy contamination.

4.3.1.2 Existing State Regulations and Programs that Control Releases to Groundwater
at Nonhazardous Waste Surface Impoundments. States typically regulate nonhazardous waste
surface impoundments under their more general solid and industrial waste management
regulations for nonhazardous waste or pursuant to their water programs. This section provides an
overview of state regulations that are applicable to nonhazardous waste management in general
or nonhazardous waste surface impoundments in particular. The following types of state
programs and regulations may address potential groundwater risks from in-scope surface
impoundments:

] States may have regulations or programs addressing the groundwater pathway,
such as monitoring or unit design requirements.
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u A facility may have a permit for the surface impoundment issued by the state that
addresses potential groundwater risks.

] States may make specific exclusions to their requirements for certain facilities.
Such facilities, therefore, would not be subject to otherwise stricter state
requirements.

Key Components of State Regulations and Programsthat Address Releasesto
Groundwater at Nonhazar dous Waste Surface | mpoundments. Based on available
information, most states have a program that includes provisions for controlling or addressing
releases to groundwater from industrial nonhazardous waste surface impoundments (see
Appendix D, Section D-1). Thelevel of controls, however, varies across states. Many
provisions are not formally adopted regulations; rather, they are imposed through permits, on a
case-by-case basis at the discretion of the regulators, or via nonmandatory guidance. Note that
EPA’s analysis of state waste regulations and programsin Appendix D is based on publicly
available information rather than on a survey of state regulators. Therefore, the analysis may not
have identified all state waste regulations and programs that address nonhazardous waste
industrial surface impoundments.

State programs may include some or al of the following key components, many of which
are for the protection of groundwater:

] Location standards. Location standards generally address both potential effects a
waste management unit may have on the surrounding environments and the effect
that natural and man-made conditions may have on the performance of the unit.
Location standards may include provisions such as airport safety; restrictions on
placement of aunit in flood plains and wetlands; and design, construction, or
siting requirements for placement in afault area, seismic impact zone, or unstable
areas. Note that the federal Part 257 location restrictions apply in all states and
territories, even if such restrictions are not covered by state regulations.

] Design criteria. Design criteriatypically include design standards for liners and
leachate collection or performance standards for maintaining contaminant
concentrations in groundwater at protective levels at a point of compliance.

] Operating criteria. State programs for nonhazardous waste surface
impoundments may include criteria pertaining to routine operation, management,
and environmental monitoring. Operating criteria may include provisions for
preventing disposal of hazardous or special waste, access and security, stormwater
runon/runoff controls, freeboard requirements, nuisance controls, inspection, and
reporting and recordkeeping.

u Monitoring. Monitoring programs may be required to evaluate whether a unit
meets performance objectives and whether there are releases of constituents to and
Impacts on the surrounding environment that need to be corrected. Monitoring
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requirements typically emphasize groundwater monitoring; however, states may
require monitoring of air, surface water, and sludge or soil.

u Corrective action. If monitoring indicates that performance objectives are not
being met, then a state program may require corrective measures. Under a
remedial program, afacility may be required to assess the nature and extent of the
releases of waste or constituents; to evaluate unit characteristics; and to identify,
evaluate, and implement an appropriate corrective measure or measures to protect
human health.

] Closure and postclosure care. A state may have requirements for unit closure to
minimize or eliminate potential threats and the need for future corrective action at
adsite. Closure measures may include removal of wastewater, treatment of wastes,
and/or containment. For postclosure care, the overall goa isto minimize the
infiltration of water into a unit after closure by providing maintenance of the fina
cover until such time asit is determined that care is no longer necessary.

Figure 4-1 summarizes the number of states that have various programs in place for the

protection of groundwater at nonhazardous industrial waste surface impoundments. A
comprehensive summary of state waste regulations applicable to nonhazardous waste surface
impoundments is included in Appendix D, Section D-1.

Location Standard

Design Criteri

Operating Criteri

Reporting and Recordkeepin

Inspection and Enforcemen

Performance Standards/Correctiv
Action

Closure/Post-Closure Car

Number of States

E State Program or Regulation
E Addressed on a Case-By-Case or Discretionary Basis

[ No Requirement/Program, or Undetermined

Figure4-1. State programsor regulationsfor the protection of groundwater at
nonhazar dous waste surface impoundments.
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In conclusion, many, but not all, states have regulatory or other programsin place
designed to address groundwater risks posed by nonhazardous waste surface impoundments.
While these programs provide an important level of protection, they do not, at least by regulation,
address all potential releases of concern.

4.3.1.3 Existing Programs Under the Safe Drinking Water Act that Address Releasesto
Groundwater from Surface Impoundments. Programs under the SDWA Amendments of 1996
also provide coverage at the national level and state level.

To determine the susceptibility of all public water suppliesin the nation through source
water assessments, EPA published guidance for state source water assessment and protection
programsin 1997, under section 1453 of the SDWA. Each state, using the national guidance and
funding under the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) (section 1452 of the SDWA),
developed and has started to implement a Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) approved
by EPA. Each SWAP includes delineation or mapping of the areas around drinking water
sources, an inventory of potential contamination sources (such as Class 5 wells, landfills, surface
Impoundments), assessment of risks or likelihood of contamination, and reports to the public.
While SWAPs do not control releases to groundwater or provide for remediation of any releases,
they are part of EPA’s overall strategy, Source Water Contamination Prevention.

Nationally, by the end of 2003, all 170,000 public water systems should have a completed
assessment showing their relative susceptibility to potential sources of contamination, including
surface impoundments. To the extent a surface impoundment is in a delineated source water
protection area geospatially mapped by a state, it will be part of an assessment. Whether or not
an impoundment is mapped and determined to be a significant potential source of contamination
for a water supply depends on the factual situation for any such water supply and the approved
state methodology for determining a public water system’s susceptibility.

In addition, 49 states are implementing EPA-approved Wellhead Protection Programs
(WHP) under section 1428 of the Safe Drinking Water Act to protect public water wells from
identified potential sources of contamination. While many states do not require local
governments and public water systems to develop and implement these programs, about
6,000 public water systems as of September 30, 1999, are in communities where some
management measures have been implemented to protect the systems (measures could be
nonregulatory or regulatory).

Also, the Groundwater Report to Congress in October 1999 (U.S. EPA, 1999e), required
by section 1429 of the SDWA, reported that every state is “undertaking some component of a
comprehensive groundwater protection program, including enacting protection legislation and
regulations, coordinating activities of various agencies responsible for groundwater management,
performing groundwater mapping and classification, monitoring ambient quality, developing data
management systems, and implementing remediation and prevention programs.” Although the
report pointed out that there are many sources threatening groundwater contamination, there were
no national data ranking sources from more to less threatening.
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In the 1998 National Water Quality Inventory, Report to Congress (U.S. EPA, 2000c)
requested by Clean Water Act section 305(b), states report the major sources of groundwater
contamination in their states. Nineteen states reported that surface impoundments ranked only
ninth as a contamination source of groundwater. Potential sources of contamination that were
reported to be more prevalent than surface impoundments were underground storage tanks, septic
systems, landfills, large industrial facilities, fertilizer applications, spills, pesticide applications,
and hazardous waste sites.

4.3.2 Risksto Surface Water from Releases of Contaminated Groundwater to Surface Water

EPA evauated the potential for risks and performed an indirect exposure pathway
screening analysis and quantitative modeling to estimate risks from surface water contaminated
by releases from groundwater to surface water (see also Section 3.3).

By design, surface impoundments are often located near receiving waterbodies.
Impoundments designed for final treatment are intended to produce effluent that meets regulatory
standards (e.g., NPDES) and, therefore, discharges directly into the waterbody. Many
impoundments, however, are designed as part of atreatment train and are not intended to produce
effluent of sufficient quality to meet regulatory standards. Although these impoundments do not
discharge directly to surface water, chemicals may be released through the bottom or sides of the
impoundment, travel through the subsurface, and adversely impact the quality of nearby
waterbodies.

Therisk analysisidentified 35 constituents of concern for the groundwater to surface
water pathway. Of the 35 constituents estimated to pose potential risks to surface water from
groundwater releases, five are regulated under 40 CFR Part 257 as constituents whose
concentrations must not exceed MCLs in groundwater. Thirty-one of the constituents are
addressed in EPA’s draBuide for Industrial Waste Management. Only two constituents of
concern are not addressed by either program. These constituents are dibenz[a,h]anthracene and
1,2-diphenylhydrazine. The 35 constituents and their program coverage by 40 CFR Part 257
regulations and EPA draBuide for Industrial Waste Management are presented in Table 4-6.

Note that the information in the table reflects risk results with varying levels of certainty.
The level of certainty depends, in part, on the extent to which the results were based on
(1) reported concentration values and (2) surrogate data (including DL values). (See discussion
in Chapter 3.) Constituents of possible concern that were reported at specific concentration
values (above the detection limit) are identified in the table. Regulatory gaps identified based on
this information thus carry the same level of varying certainty.

Regulations and programs designed to control releases to groundwater or to address
groundwater contamination at or near a unit's boundary (as discussed previously in Section
4.3.1) should, in turn, control any potential releases from groundwater to downgradient surface
water. Based on research of federal and state regulations, there do not appear to be any
programs or requirements specifically intended to control releases from groundwater to surface
water. EPA’s longstanding interpretation of the Clean Water Act, however, is that the discharge
of a pollutant from a point source to a navigable water via groundwater that has a direct
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Table4-6. Federal Regulatory or Program Coverage of Constituentswith Predicted Risks
Exceeding the Risk Criteriafor Groundwater to Surface Water Releases

Guidefor Industrial
40 CFR Part 257 Waste Management

Constituent Constituent Constituent
Arsenic @ . .
Thallium?a® .
Acrylonitrile & .
Aldrin 2 .
Antimony? .
Benzidine® g
Benzo(a)anthracene [benz[a]anthracéne] .
Benzo(a)pyrené .
Benzo(b)fluorantheng .
Bis(2-chlororethyl)ethet .
Carbon tetrachlorid& . .
Chlordané .
Chlorodibromomethan® .
Chrysené .
4,4-DDD*? .
4,4-DDE? .
4,4-DDT? .
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene?

3,3-Dichlorobenzidiné .
1,2-Dichloroethané .
1,1-Dichloroethylené .

Dieldrin? .
2,4-Dinitrotoluené .
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine?

Heptachlorf .
Heptachlor epoxidé .
Hexachlorobenzerte .
Hexachlorobutadiene [hexachloro-1,3-butadiéne] .
Ideno (1,2,3-cd) pyrerte .
Pentachlorophendl .
PCBs? .
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroetharie .
Toxaphené . .
N-Nitrosodimethylaminé .
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylaminé o

2 Risk estimate was based on surrogate or detection limit value.
P Risk estimate was based on a reported waste concentration.
Note: Bold indicates the constituent is not specifically addressed by either program.
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hydrologic connection to that water is subject to regulation under the NPDES. EPA and states
with authorized NPDES programs have issued permits addressing the discharge or potential
discharge of pollutants to surface water via hydrologically connected groundwater to a number of
facilitiesincluding those involved in

Concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs)
Waste disposal

Site remediation

Mining

Petroleum refining

Aircraft production.

In those cases where these facilities may impact a waterbody not meeting state water quality
standards, their impacts could be addressed through the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
program.

Also, EPA has recently proposed that CAFOs that discharge or have the potential to
discharge wastes to navigable waters via groundwater with a direct hydrologic connection must
apply for an NPDES permit. See, generally, 66 FR 2960, 3015-3020, 3138, and 3144
(January 12, 2001).

4.3.3 Risks Associated with Other Indirect Pathways

The risk assessment evaluated indirect pathways other than the groundwater to surface
water pathway. Thisinvolved numerically ranking facilities that manage bioaccumulative
chemicals based on criteriarelevant to release, transport, and exposure to farmers, home
gardeners, and fishers (see also Section 3.4 in Chapter 3). The release scenarios considered
included volatilization of constituents from wastewater and particul ate entrainment or erosion of
constituents from exposed sludge. In addition, the possibility that postclosure exposures could
occur through any of these release scenarios was also considered.

To address postclosure exposure to sludge, the regulatory/program coverage and gaps
analysis focused on federal and state programs and regulations that address closure and post-
closure care requirements for nonhazardous waste surface impoundments (see Section 4.3.3.1).
The analysis also evaluated CWA programs that can address erosion and runoff (see Section
4.3.3.2). Program coverage for air deposition indirect pathway risksisidentical to programs
discussed in Section 4.2.

4.3.3.1 Programs That Address Closure and Postclosure Care of Nonhazardous Waste
Surface Impoundments. The RCRA corrective action program and EPA’s d@aiide for
Industrial Waste Management (U.S. EPA, 1999a) are two federal programs that may be used to
address closure and postclosure care of nonhazardous waste surface impoundments. Note that
the Subtitle D regulations at 40 CFR Part 257 (Subpart A) addressing solid waste disposal units
do not address closure and postclosure care. In addition, closure of nonhazardous waste
impoundments also could be addressed under various state programs, as voluntary actions, or
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under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), commonly known as Superfund.

RCRA Corrective Action. Asdiscussed previously, the RCRA corrective action
program provides authorized states or the EPA Regions with the authority to address potential
risks from nonhazardous waste surface impoundments located at TSDFs. This provides a
regulatory mechanism to address any risks that may be posed by sludge left in place after closure.

Draft Guidefor Industrial Waste Management. As discussed previously, EPA has
developed the draft Guide for Industrial Waste Management (U.S. EPA, 1999a) to address
multiple aspects of industrial waste management in land-based units. The guide, as currently
drafted, includes detailed information on closure and postclosure care of nonhazardous waste
surface impoundments. The document currently includes guidance on

Developing a closure plan

Selecting a closure method

Closure by use of afinal cover system

Closure by waste removal

Postclosure care monitoring and financial assurance.

Implementation of the practices recommended in the guidance, when finalized, would
provide substantial reduction in potential risks associated with sludges left in place after closure
of a nonhazardous waste surface impoundment.

State Programs. State regulations and programs relevant to closure and postclosure care
typically address potential risks posed by exposure to sludge after closure of an impoundment.
Based on available information, approximately 26 states have regulations that address closure
and postclosure care of nonhazardous waste surface impoundments.

4.3.3.2 CWA Coverage of Erosion/Runoff of Sudges. Once a surface impoundment is
closed, the sludge left in the impoundment may contain significant concentrations of chemical
contaminants. In some cases, impoundments may be completely filled (or nearly so) with sludge
upon closure. If the impoundment sludge is not capped following closure (perhaps pursuant to
the previously discussed programs), the potential for runoff and erosion of contaminated sludge
particles exists.

EPA’s NPDES Program for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity
may provide a regulatory mechanism by which erosion/runoff of contaminated sludge particles
can be controlled. Under 40 CFR Part 122.26, EPA or authorized states regulate storm water
discharges associated with a variety of industrial activities, including discharges associated with
those activities from the portions of such “sites used for residual treatment, storage, or disposal”
including surface impoundments.
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4.3.4 Ecological Risks

Federal regulations applicable to nonhazardous waste surface impoundments that may
reduce risks posed to ecological receptors include the provisions at 40 CFR Part 257.3-2 for the
protection of endangered or threatened species and critical habitats at nonhazardous waste
disposal facilities. For facilities that have or are seeking RCRA permits, clearly identified
ecological risks may be addressed under the RCRA corrective action program. In addition, the
imminent and substantial endangerment provision of RCRA section 7003, allows EPA, upon
evidence of past or present handling of solid or hazardous waste, to require any action necessary
when a situation may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to health or the
environment. This authority appliesto al facilities, whether or not they have a RCRA permit, in
those specific situations where the statutory threshold is met.

Approximately 26 of 50 states have siting requirements to prevent adverse effects on
endangered or threatened species from surface impoundments.

In addition, EPA’s drafGuide for Industrial Waste Management suggests buffer zones to
help prevent the destruction or adverse modification of a critical habitat and minimize harm to
endangered or threatened species. The guidance also indicates the need to check with state and
local officials in the area to determine if buffer zones are required for industrial waste
management units.

44  Role of EPA’s Multimedia Strategy for PBT Pollutants in Reducing Risks from
Surface Impoundments

EPA has a multimedia strategy in place to address the challenges associated with priority
persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic pollutants in the environment. The purposeisto create a
mechanism that will enable EPA to better address the cross-mediaissues associated with
reducing priority PBT pollutantsin the environment. PBT chemicals pose risks because they are
toxic, persist in ecosystems, and accumulate in fish and other organisms.

A set of 12 chemicals is the initial focus of EPA’s PBT Strategy. These pollutants are the
Level 1 chemicals identified in the United States - Canada Binational Toxicity Strategy (BNS).
It is these chemicals, listed in Table 4-7, that are the subject of national action plans, currently in
various stages of development. When priority PBTs are selected for the development of national
action plans, a comprehensive analysis is conducted to identify, among other things, chemical
characteristics, release patterns, uses, sources, multimedia fate and transport, geographic hot
spots, sensitive populations, and impacts to human health and the environment. A pesticide
action plan will cover aldrin/dieldrin, chlordane, DDT (DDE, DDD), mirex, and toxaphene.

Table 4-7 indicates that, out of the 12 priority PBT chemicals, eight showed the potential
for risk for one or more pathways. No groundwater risks were predicted for any of the PBT
chemicals listed in the table. Note that all predicted risks for these listed chemicals were based
on detection limit/surrogate data, not reported concentrations.
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Table4-7. List of Priority PBT Chemicalsand Extent to Which They Showed

Potential for Risk

Level 1 PBT Chemicals

Potential Risk Predicted for

CAS Number |Chemical Name Oneor More Pathways?
309-00-2/60-57-1 Aldrin/dieldrin ® Y es (gw-sw)?

Alkyl-lead Not evaluated
50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene Y es (gw-sw)
57-74-9 Chlordane Y es (gw-sw)
50-29-3 (72-54-8 & 72-55-9) DDT (DDD & DDE)®  Yes (gw-sw)
110-00-9 Dioxins and furans Yes (gw-sw, air)?
118-74-1 Hexachl orobenzene Y es (gw-sw)
7439-97-6 Mercury and its No

compounds
2385-85-5 Mirex Not evaluated
29082-74-4 Octochlorostyrene Not evaluated
1336-36-3 PCBs Y es (gw-sw)
8001-35-2 Toxaphene Y es (gw-sw, air)

& “Air and “gw-sw” (groundwater to surface water) indicate the pathways for which risks were predicted for the

identified PBT chemical.

P pBT chemicals listed together, such as aldrin/dieldrin and DDT (DDD&DDE), are listed separately on the Surface
Impoundment Study list of constituents.

The Surface Impoundment Study seeks to evaluate the risks posed by managing
wastewaters in surface impoundments and to determine whether existing state or federal
programs adequately address those risks. If, through the action plan development process, EPA
decidesto address PBT risks through any of the various regulatory and nonregul atory
mechanisms that are appropriate, any subsequent reductions to the generation of PBT pollutants
can, in turn, reduce the quantity of PBT chemicals sent to surface impoundment units, thereby
indirectly reducing risk from this source.
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Chapter 5

Summary and Conclusions

5.1  Scopeof Surface Impoundment Study

This study is of industrial surface impoundments located in the United States that
operated during the 1990s and managed nonhazardous wastes. This study does not address
management of hazardous wastes in surface impoundments. For this study, the term "industrial”
refers to manufacturing, chemical and petroleum storage, waste management, transportation, and
national security activities. The term “surface impoundment” means a natural topographic
depression, artificial excavation, or diked arrangement for storing, treating, or disposing of
wastewater. It may be constructed above ground, below ground, or partly above and partly below
ground.

5.2  SISRequirements

EPA undertook this study to satisfy two separate requirements: (1) a consent decree
between EPA and the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) resulting from EDF vs. Whitman,
D.C. Circuit, 89-0598; and (2) the March 26, 1996, amendment to the Solid Waste Disposal Act
(see section 3004(g)(10)), also known as the Land Disposal Program Flexibility Act of 1996
(LDPFA). These requirements are described in detail in Chapter 1.
5.3  Survey and Risk Assessment Findings

5.3.1 Survey of Industrial |mpoundments

Chapter 2 of this report discusses the findings of the survey of industrial impoundments.
EPA'’s best estimate is that no more than two-thirds of the 18,000 industrial impoundments in the
United States contain one or more of the chemical constituents that were of interest for this study
or contain either high (11-12.5) or low (2-3) pH wastewater. More than half of the impound-
ments with chemical constituents or pH of interest are in the chemical, concrete, paper, and
petroleum industries.

Industrial impoundments vary greatly in size, from less than a quarter hectare to several
hundred hectares. The larger impoundments form the bulk of the total national industrial
impoundment capacity. On a volume basis, the paper and allied products sector manages roughly
two-thirds of the total quantity of wastewater—this represents more wastewater than all
categories combined.

Industrial impoundments frequently use management techniques that increase the
potential for chemical releases and frequently are found in environmental settings that increase
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the potential for impacts to humans or ecosystems in the event of achemical release. For
example, in this study, EPA found that most industrial impoundments are located only a few
meters above groundwater and that, in most cases, shallow groundwater discharges to a nearby
surface waterbody. More than half of the impoundments do not have liner systemsto prevent
releases of wastes to soil or groundwater.

Thereis also significant potential for people to be exposed to chemica constituents
released from industrial impoundments. EPA estimates that 20 million people live within 2
kilometers (about 1.2 miles) of an industrial impoundment that was in operation during the
1990s. Additionally, about 10 percent of impoundments have a drinking water well located
within 150 meters of the impoundment’s edge.

5.3.2 Risk Assessment

This section summarizes key findings of the risk assessment, which included a risk
analysis quantifying risks associated with exposure to contaminated groundwater, air, and surface
water and a risk screening ranking the risks associated with indirect pathways and ecological
threats. This discussion also highlights findings that address the statutory requirements for the
scope of the study. A detailed discussion of the risk screening and risk analysis is included in
Chapter 3 of this report.

The analysis to characterize potential risks posed by surface impoundments was based on
a tiered approach designed to screen the large number of constituents and impoundments in order
to focus subsequent analysis. The first stage of this tiered approach was an initial screening
based on very protective exposure assumptions; subsequent stages increased the level of realism
through the use of increasing levels of facility-specific data, screening-level models, and site-
based models. At each stage in the analysis, EPA was able to identify combinations of facility,
impoundment, and chemical that did not require further analysis. Given the design of the overall
approach—proceeding from a very protective exposure scenario to a realistic exposure
scenario—EPA is confident that combinations that were omitted from further consideration, or
screened out, do not pose significant risks to human health or the environment.

The risk estimates developed in this study for human health and the screening conducted
for ecological risks are based on an extensive analysis of the survey data reported for a wide array
of chemicals and impoundments of potential concern. While there are elements of uncertainty in
this analysis, EPA has increased confidence in the results by emphasizing those risk findings that
are based on concentration data reported in the survey as being above a limit of detection.

Our major risk analysis findings, as they apply to the 11,900 surface impoundments
containing constituents or exhibiting a pH within the scope of this study, can be summarized as
follows:

u Most facilities and impoundments nationally do not appear to pose risks to human
health or environmental releases of concern.
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] Twenty-one percent of facilities nationally—corresponding to 24 percent of
impoundments—have the potential for environmental releases above health-based
levels to occur from impoundments. While these releases do not appear to pose
risk to human health (because of limited exposure), the results do indicate that, at
these facilities, selected contaminants have the potential to move beyond the
surface impoundment confines and through the environment in excess of health-
based levels.

] Five percent of facilities nationally, corresponding to 2 percent of impoundments,
may pose potential risks by at least one pathway.

] For 23 percent of impoundments and facilities, EPA was not able to estimate
potential risks with confidence because the chemical concentration data were
based on inferred or detection-limit data.

Our major risk screening findings for the in-scope surface impoundments can be
summarized as follows:

] Based on a screening analysis and protective assumptions, 6 percent of facilities
nationally may pose potential concerns through indirect pathways such as
contamination of croplands.

] Based on a screening analysis and protective assumptions, 29 percent of facilities
nationally may pose potential localized ecological impacts to receptors that
inhabit the impoundment area or the nearby areas affected by undiluted
impoundment runoff.

EPA also examined potential risks according to whether wastewaters are decharacterized
or never characterized and according to their discharge status. This examination was to address
the requirement of the 1996 LDPFA that EPA assess decharacterized wastewaters that are
managed in surface impoundments under the scope of the Clean Water Act. The findings may be
summarized as follows:

u Only about 20 percent of impoundments manage decharacterized wastewaters.
Because of this, a relatively small number of the total potential risk exceedances
or environmental releases are attributable to decharacterized wastes. However,
the rates of risk exceedances and releases generally are higher for decharacterized
than for never characterized wastes.

] There are relatively few zero dischargers compared to direct dischargers. For
certain pathways, notably the groundwater to surface water pathway, the zero
dischargers have a higher rate of potential risk exceedances and environmental
releases.
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54  Regulatory Analysis Findings

Asisdiscussed in detail in Chapter 4, EPA performed aregulatory and program analysis
specific to each risk pathway. For the air pathway, EPA conducted a generic program analysis
and then amore detailed analysis based on the constituents that showed the potential for risk.
Programs that were analyzed include: Clean Air Act (e.g., MACT, residual risk, NSPS), RCRA
(e.g., corrective action, permitting, solid waste program), and state regulations and programs.
Similarly, for the groundwater and surface water pathways, EPA conducted a RCRA coverage
analysis, areview of state programs, and areview of the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking
Water Act.

5.4.1 Air Pathway Regulatory Analysis

5.4.1.1 Summary of Clean Air Act Coverage. Asdiscussed in previous chapters, the risk
analysis showed with that, with relatively few exceptions, the impoundments in the scope of the
study do not pose risks from air emissions.

The primary regulatory program that addresses potential air risks from industrial surface
impoundments is the CAA NESHAP program. Our regulatory analysis found that MACT
requirements exist, or will exist, for the majority of industries managing the largest estimated
wastewater volume in surface impoundments. Also, areview of the industry sectors that showed
the potential for risk did show that the majority, but not al, of the industry sectors are covered by
MACT regulations or will be covered by upcoming MACT standards. Further, most of the
pollutants that may cause concern are hazardous air pollutants. EPA recognizes that some of
these NESHAP rules have not yet reached their compliance dates, so some releases identified in
these findings reflect the preregulatory status. Also, the NESHAPs issued after 1990 CAA
(commonly referred to as MACT standards) are technology based and, therefore, may not
completely restrict releases to levels below the EPA identified risk level. However, under the
Clean Air Act, sources subject to MACT standards must be evaluated to determine if “residual
risk” remains; if so, additional controls may be imposed.

The study also found that most industry-level NESHAPs do not directly address surface
impoundments. A few industry NESHAPS require covers on surface impoundments only if
wastewater exceeds a certain threshold concentration value for particular constituents (e.g.,
benzene loading, total organic concentration). Generally, however, most NESHAP standards
tend to focus on HAP levels in the wastewater generated in the production process, which
eventually could be treated/stored in the surface impoundment unit (e.g., MACT standards may
control wastewater concentration HAP levels as opposed to requiring emission controls, such as
a cover, on surface impoundments). However, when a technology standard addresses and reduces
or removes pollutants upstream of the surface impoundment, this reduces the load entering the
impoundment and, ultimately, emitted to the environment.

5.4.1.2 Possible Limitationsin Air Regulatory Coverage. Even though coverage of the
air pathway is fairly complete, coverage may not address all surface impoundments in all
situations (i.e., in different industries or with different pollutants of concern). Current limitations
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in regulatory coverage may include situations in which a source category is not covered and,
therefore, is not subject to aNESHAP. If an industry is not listed as a source category under
section 112 of the CAA, the source would not be subject to a NESHAP or, therefore, aresidual
risk analysis. As explained previously, this situation is the exception based on the results of this
survey and risk analysis.

Another potential gap in coverage is the limited situation in which pollutants of concern
are not HAPs. Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, this study suggested only four non-HAP constituents
that potentially exceed risk thresholds. It should be noted that there are uncertainties with the
identification of aregulatory gap for these four constituents. Risk results for two of the four
constituents were not based on reported values; that is, the concentration values used in the risk
assessment were a function of the detection levels. Clearly, the other two constituents were
detected at only one facility each. The limited verification of the hazard posed by these
constituents suggests that any gap islikely to be small. Furthermore, non-HAPs that cannot be
addressed directly with NESHAPs and subsequent residual risk determinations still may be
indirectly “co-controlled” through use of pollution abatement technologies for other, similar
HAPSs.

Another type of existing CAA limitation may occur when a MACT rule exists for an
industrial category that exceeds the risk threshold, but the MACT rule does not directly address
surface impoundment emissions or the risky constituents of concern that are HAPs. As discussed
previously, MACT rules typically address the emissions of HAPs generated facility-wide;
therefore, few MACT rules require air emission controls specifically for the surface
impoundment. Also, based on a review of the industry sectors that showed the potential for risk,
EPA found two instances suggestive of industry categories covered by MACT standards, but
where the MACT standard did not directly address the HAP constituent of potential concern.
Because both of these risk estimates were based on detection limit values as opposed to reported
concentration values, and both of these constituents would benefit from co-control of similar
HAPs that are covered by the MACT standard, it is not clear that a regulatory gap, in fact, exists.

It should be noted that the NESHAP program only automatically applies to facilities that
are considered “major sources,” as determined by quantitative measure of the facilities’ HAP
emissions. Facilities that release less than 10 tons per year of a single HAP or less than 25 tons
of more than one HAP are not major sources, and are defined as “area sources.” Area sources
have special designation under the NESHAP program and their emissions may not be controlled
to the same degree as major sources or they may not be controlled at all. To issue equivalent
controls for area sources, EPA must either: (1) find that the source presents a threat to human
health or the environment warranting regulation, which may or may not be as stringent as major
source regulationspr (2) determine that MACT standards are necessary to fulfill the
requirements of the Urban Air Toxics Program pursuant to CAA 112(c)(3) and 112(k). One
important aspect of the area source program is that the residual risk program cannot address area
sources unless they have been listed in accordance with section 112(c)(3) and have been included

! “positive area source determinations” are rarely made and, if not made, area sources are not subject to the
MACT controls that apply to major sources for the same source category.

5-5



March 26, 2001 Chapter 5

in regulations under section 112(d). EPA did not evaluate the extent to which surface
impoundments are located at facilities that meet the definition of a NESHAP major source.

5.4.1.3 Whether Unaddressed Risks Could Be Better Addressed under Existing
Programs. Overall, the study shows that coverage of potential air risksis fairly complete, and
any gapsin coverage appear, at most, to be limited to specific industry sectors, individual
facilities that meet certain exemptions in the NESHAP program, or specific HAPs. This
regulatory analysis has determined that, for the air risks that may be present from impoundments,
EPA and states have the following tools that could be used more expansively to better address
the few risksidentified. Most of these tools are currently available, without any regulatory or
statutory changes. Voluntary and site-specific tools are included on this list because the potential
risks are not widespread.

] Clean Air Act NESHAPs: The CAA requires air emission standards for certain
source categories under section 112, i.e., Hazardous Air Pollutants. Additionally,
the CAA hasresidual risk evaluations associated with the 112 MACT standard.

] Clean Air Act Criteria Air Pollutant Program: New or modified sources may be
subject to NSPS requirements that could limit VOC emissions from surface
Impoundments.

] RCRA: For those facilities that are subject to permitting under Section 3005, EPA
has the authority to address rel eases from nonhazardous waste impoundments
under the corrective action provisions of section 3008(h) and 3004(u). The
“‘omnibus” permit provision of section 3005 also requires that any RCRA permit
issued be protective of human health and the environment and, therefore, can be
used to address any identified risks. Further, EPA retains authority to address any
solid waste unit, including nonhazardous waste impoundments, under RCRA
section 7003 to the extent that “an imminent and substantial endangerment” to
human health and the environment may exist.

] State regulation programs: This study determined that a few state solid waste
programs address, to varying degrees, air releases from surface impoundments.
States also may have additional authorities they can bring to bear at the site-
specific level (e.g., through the state’s Air Toxics Program or State
Implementation Plan). Such programs may be able to target facilities that have
the potential to exceed risk thresholds for the air pathway. EPA also has issued
draft guidance for state Industrial D programs that identify ways air risks can be
evaluated and addressed.

] Voluntary Waste Minimization Programs: Federal and state agencies have a
number of waste minimization programs that may address the pollutants of
concern. Process changes made upstream of impoundments may reduce or
eliminate the pollutants of concern to prevent them from even reaching the
impoundments. These programs generally rely on voluntary actions by private
parties.
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] Supplemental Environmental Programs. When enforcement actions are taken
under RCRA or other authorities at facilities with impoundments, EPA or the
states may negotiate supplemental agreements or compliance orders to address
releases from impoundments.

] New controls: Under RCRA, EPA has considerable authority to develop new
regulations that would address possible gaps. These regulations might identify
additional wastes as hazardous under 40 CFR Part 261, either through additional
waste listings or characteristics. Wastes identified as hazardous would then be
subjected to all Subtitle C requirements, which include controls on air emissions.
Also, for the decharacterized waste, EPA can issue additional rules under the
Land Disposal Restrictions (see 40 CFR Part 268). These controls may require
treatment of the pollutants of concern prior to placement in the impoundment so
that the pollutants would either be eliminated or reduced to levels that minimize
threats to human health and the environment.

] New controls: The CAA provides the ability to add industrial source categories
and HAPs to the section 112 and 129 evaluations. (See sections 112 (c)(5) and

(b)(3)(B), respectively.)
In summary, a number of tools exist to better address any risks that may be present from
impoundment air emissions. Some of the tools are aready being used as a matter of course to
address impoundments and pollutants of concern.

5.4.2 Groundwater and Surface Water Pathway Analysis

5.4.2.1 Summary of Sate and Federal Coverage. For the groundwater pathway, several
metal and organic constituents were identified as potentially posing risks above the EPA
threshold at 1E-05 cancer risk or 1 HQ noncancer risk. As discussed above, in general, releases
to groundwater from nonhazardous surface impoundments are controlled under state programs.
This study found that regulatory and nonregulatory coverage of potential groundwater risksis
fairly complete, but may still have some limited gaps. Based on available information, most
states have a program(s) that includes provisions for controlling or addressing groundwater
releases from industrial nonhazardous waste surface impoundments. The level of regulatory
control or ability to address these releases, however, varies from state to state. These state
regulations may be implemented under either general solid and industrial waste management
authority or under water program authority. Note that EPA’s analysis of state regulations and
programsis based on publicly available information rather than on a survey of state regulators.
Therefore, the analysis may not have identified all state regulations and programs that address
nonhazardous waste industrial surface impoundments.

Additionally, there are RCRA, CWA, and SWDA programs that also, to varying degrees,
address groundwater releases or assess the susceptibility of drinking water sourcesto
contamination. These programs, for example, include the SDWA Source Water Assessment
Program (SWAP), SDWA Wellhead Protection Programs, RCRA corrective action, reliance on
the voluntary Guide for Industrial Waste Management as it is being developed, NPDES program
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(including the Program for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity), and
federal or state waste minimization programs. Where these facilities may impact a waterbody
not meeting state water quality standards, their impacts could be addressed through the total
maximum daily load program.

5.4.2.2 Limitationsin Sate and Federal Coverage. As noted in Chapter 4, coverage
under the various state programs varies, and some impoundments posing potential risks may not
currently be addressed. Further, as discussed elsewhere in this report, should land use patterns
change and populations increase around impoundments, additional impoundments could pose
risks in the future that are not currently addressed by state programs.

5.4.2.3 Whether Unaddressed Risks Could Be Better Addressed under Existing
Programs. Many of the same RCRA and state tools described for the air pathway are also
applicable to the groundwater and surface water pathways:

] RCRA: The same RCRA tools that exist for the air pathway also exist for the
groundwater and surface water pathway.

] State non-RCRA regulations: State NPDES programs and solid waste programs
may be able to target facilities that have the potential to exceed risk thresholds for
the groundwater and surface water pathway. EPA also hasissued draft guidance
for State Industrial D programs that identify ways groundwater and surface water
risks can be evaluated and addressed.

u Voluntary Waste Minimization Programs. Same as discussed for the air pathway.

] Supplemental Environmental Programs. Same as discussed for the air pathway.

u New RCRA Controls: Same as discussed for the air pathway.

In summary, a number of tools exist to better address any risks that may be present from

Impoundment groundwater releases. Some of the tools are aready being used as a matter of
course to address impoundments and pollutants of concern.

55  Surface mpoundment Study Conclusions

55.1 Our General Findings

This study satisfies both the requirements of the consent decree and the LDPFA with
regard to evaluating the risks and regulatory programs for surface impoundments receiving
“decharacterized” wastewaters and never characteristic wastewaters. In both cases, EPA has
conducted an extensive analysis of the in-scope surface impoundment universe to better
understand the risks that may be posed, and the extent that risks are addressed by current and
emerging federal and state programs.
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55.2 Specific Findings to Satisfy Consent Decree Resulting from EDF v. Whitman

In conducting the study pursuant to the EDF consent decree, EPA has obtained the
information necessary to determine whether a rulemaking to promulgate a hazardous waste
characteristic should beinitiated. Specifically, EPA examined the universe of impoundments
that manage nonhazardous wastewaters; characterized the pollutants of concern, likely releases,
and pathways from these impoundments; and assessed potential risks to human health and the
environment. Littlerisk was found and, such asit is, any risk is not widespread. However, risks
may, at most, exist in certain industrial sectors or at afacility-specific level, which needsto be
verified more specifically. Further, EPA examined the regulations that may apply to
impoundments under the variety of federal and state authorities and found that coverageis
extensive, but may not be completein al cases. EPA also identified a number of tools that may
be used more expansively to better address risks.

5.5.3 Specific Findings to Satisfy LDPFA—RCRA Section 3004 (g)(10)

In conducting the study pursuant to the LDPFA, EPA has completed a study of
“decharacterized” wastewaters that characterizes the risks to human health or the environment
associated with such management. The findings of the risk assessment, and its limitations, are
discussed at length in Chapter 3 of this study. Further, EPA examined existing federal and state
programs to evaluate the extent that risks are adequately addressed under those programs. EPA
also looked at whether the risks could be better addressed under such laws or programs. These
analyses, including a “gap analysis,” are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of this study. EPA
concluded that there are some limited gaps in regulatory coverage, but did not find any serious
risks that are not addressed by existing programs.

5.5.4 Sudy Conclusion

The completed surface impoundment study will undergo a formal peer review process
similar to the one EPA conducted after completion of the first phase of the consent decree study.
Consequently, any technical data in the report should be used with appropriate caveats and
cautions. The Agency has not yet determined whether any specific regulatory actions are
appropriate to mitigate the potential risks identified in the study.




